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Dear  Reader: 

This  is  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS)  on  the  wilderness 
recommendations  for  the  Canon  City  District,  Colorado.   The  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  was  distributed  to  the  public  on 
September  3,  1982. 

This  FEIS  has  been  prepared  by  the  Canon  City  District  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
of  1976.   Specific  guidance  has  been  provided  by  the  BLM  Wilderness  Study 
Policy,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (regulations  in  Federal 
Register,  Vol.  43,  No.  230,  November  29,  1978),  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964, 
and  the  BLM  Planning  Regulations  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  48,  No.  88,  May  5, 
1983). 

This  FEIS  analyzes  seven  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  in  the  Canon  City 
District.   The  effects  of  designating  or  not  designating  each  WSA  as 
wilderness  are  analyzed  and  described.   This  FEIS  includes  comments  received 
on  the  DEIS  and  the  responses  to  these  comments. 

The  Secretary  will  review  this  report  and  then  submit  his  recommendations  to 
the  President  by  1991.   The  President  then  has  2  years  to  submit  his 
recommendations  to  Congress.   Only  Congress  can  decide  which  areas  will  be 
designated  wilderness. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  environmental  statement. 
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For  The 

CANON  CITY  DISTRICT 
CANON  CITY,  COLORADO 

Draft  ( )     Final  (X) 

The  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1.  Type  of  Action:    Administrative  ( )    Legislative  (X) 

2.  Abstract:  This  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS)  analyses  and  describes 
the  environmental,  social,  and  economic  effects  of  designating  or  not  designating  as  wilderness 
seven  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  in  the  Canon  City  District.  The  study  areas  are 
Browns  Canyon  (CO-050-002),  6,614  acres;  Mclntyre  Hills  (CO-050-013),  16,800  acres; 
Lower  Grape  Creek  (CO-050-014),  11,220  acres;  Beaver  Creek  (CO-050-016),  26,150 
acres;  Upper  Grape  Creek  (CO-050-017),  10,200  acres;  Sand  Castle  (CO-050-135),  1,644 
acres;  and  San  Luis  Hills  (CO-050-141),  10,240  acres.  The  proposed  action  and  alternatives 
analyze  and  compare  various  acreage  for  designation  or  nondesignation  as  wilderness.  The 
all  wilderness  and  no  wilderness  alternatives  were  considered  for  each  WSA.  In  addition, 
a  partial  wilderness  alternative  was  considered  for  Lower  Grape  Creek,  Beaver  Creek, 
and  San  Luis  Hills  WSAs.  The  Proposed  Action,  which  was  identified  after  the  environmental 
analysis,  recommends  the  entire  Browns  Canyon  and  20,750  acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  as  preliminarily  suitable  for  wilderness  designation.  The  entire  Mclntyre  Hills,  Lower 
Grape  Creek,  Upper  Grape  Creek,  Sand  Castle,  and  San  Luis  Hills  WSAs  are  recommended 
nonsuitable  for  wilderness  designation. 

3.  For  further  information  contact: 

Donnie  R.  Sparks,  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Telephone  (303)  275-0631 

4.  Date  Statement  made  available  to  EPA  and  to  the  public: 
Draft  -  September  3,  1982 

Final  -  December  1987 
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SUMMARY 


This  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  analyzes  the 
effects  of  wilderness  designation,  nondesignation,  and  partial 
designation  on  seven  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  totaling 
82,868  acres  in  the  Canon  City  District.  The  following  chart 
summarizes  the  proposed  action  for  each  WSA: 


WSA 

FLPMA 

Study 

Authority 

Acres 
Suitable 

Acres 
Nonsuitable 

Browns  Canyon 
(CO-050-002) 

Sec.  603 

6,614 

0 

Mclntyre  Hills 
(CO-050-013) 

Sec.  603 

0 

16,800 

Lower  Grape  Creek 
(CO-050-014) 

Sec.  603 

0 

11,220 

Beaver  Creek 
(CO-050-016) 

Sec.  603 

20,750 

5,400 

Upper  Grape  Creek 
(CO-050-017) 

Sec.  603 

0 

10,200 

Sand  Castle 
(CO-050-135) 

Sec.  202 

0 

1,644 

San  Luis  Hills 
(CO-050-141) 

Sec.  603 
TOTAL 

0 

27,364 

10,240 
55,504 

BROWNS  CANYON  WSA  (CO-050- 
002)  -  6,614  acres 


This  WSA  is  located  approximately  6  miles  south  of  Buena 
Vista  and  7  miles  northwest  of  Salida  in  Chaffee  County. 

Elevation  varies  from  about  7,500  feet  near  the  Arkansas 

River  to  about  8,400  feet  near  the  eastern  boundary. 

Topography  is  very  rugged  with  many  mountains,  hills, 
canyons,  and  gulches. 

Vegetation  throughout  the  area  is  sparse  with  pinon  and 
juniper  the  most  common  vegetative  types.  Ground  cover 
includes  rabbitbrush,  blue  grama  grass,  mountain  muhly, 
Indian  ricegrass,  prickly  pear  cactus,  and  yucca. 


The  proposed  action  for  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA  is  the 
all  wilderness  alternative,  which  recommends  the  entire 
6,614  acres  for  wilderness  designation.  This  WSA  has  low 
mineral  potential  and  no  mineral  exploration  nor 
development  is  expected.  The  wilderness  values  would  be 
preserved  on  the  entire  WSA. 

A  no  wilderness  alternative  was  also  considered,  which 
would  not  designate  any  of  the  6,614  acres  in  the  WSA 
as  wilderness. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA  include 
impacts  on  wilderness  values,  beatable  mineral  exploration 
and  development,  timber  production,  terrestrial  wildlife 
habitat  and  population,  and  recreation  use. 


McINTYRE  HILLS  WSA  (CO-050- 
013)  -  16,800  acres 


This  WSA  is  located  south  of  U.S.  Highway  50  approx- 
imately 12  miles  west  of  Canon  City  in  Fremont  County. 

This  WSA  varies  in  elevation  from  about  5,900  feet  near 
the  Arkansas  River  to  about  8,100  feet  at  some  of  the  higher 
mountain  tops  such  as  Mclntyre  Hills.  Topography  varies 
from  gently  rolling  hills  and  small  plateaus  to  extremely 
rugged  mountains.  Vegetation  consists  primarily  of  pinon- 
juniper  throughout  the  WSA  with  some  pine  and  fir  in 
the  higher  elevations. 

The  proposed  action  for  the  Mclntyre  Hills  WSA  is  the 
no  wilderness  alternative,  which  recommends  none  of  the 
16,800  acres  for  wilderness  designation.  Wilderness  values 
would  be  lost  on  2,700  acres;  however,  the  remaining  14,100 
acres  would  probably  remain  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable 
future.  This  WSA  has  low  mineral  potential  and  as  a  result 
no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  As 
a  result  of  timber  harvest  and  wildlife  projects,  livestock 
animal  unit  months  (AUMs);  wildlife  population;  and  annual 
hunter  days  would  increase. 

An  all  wilderness  alternative  was  also  considered,  which 
would  recommend  the  entire  16,800  acres  in  the  WSA  for 
wilderness  designation. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  Mclntyre  Hills  WSA  include  impacts 
on  wilderness  values,  locatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  forage  production  and  livestock  management, 
timber  production,  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  and  population, 
and  recreation  use. 
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LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  WSA  (CO- 
050-014)  -  11,220  acres 


This  WSA  is  located  approximately  6  miles  southwest  of 
Canon  City  in  Fremont  and  Custer  Counties. 

The  WSA  varies  in  elevation  from  6,400  feet  near  Webster 
Park  to  an  average  of  8,300  feet  on  peaks  near  Goat  Park. 
Topography  is  primarily  rugged  throughout  the  WSA; 
however,  it  becomes  very  steep  and  rugged  on  either  side 
of  Grape  Creek.  Approximately  4  miles  of  Grape  Creek 
flow  through  the  WSA.  The  stream  and  associated  riparian 
vegetation  and  the  canyon  are  the  predominant  features 
within  the  WSA. 

The  proposed  action  for  the  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA  is 
the  no  wilderness  alternative,  which  recommends  none  of 
the  11,220  acres  for  wilderness  designation.  Wilderness 
values  would  be  lost  on  4,800  acres;  however,  the  remaining 
6,420  acres  would  probably  remain  undisturbed  in  the 
foreseeable  future.  Although  approximately  9,220  acres  of 
the  WSA  have  low  mineral  potential,  2,000  acres  have 
moderate  mineral  potential  with  potential  exploration 
possibly  resulting  in  the  development  of  one  mine  for  base 
and  precious  metals.  As  a  result  of  timber  harvest  and  wildlife 
projects,  livestock  AUMs;  wildlife  populations;  and  annual 
hunting  and  fishing  days  would  increase. 

Two  other  alternatives  were  also  considered:  an  all 
wilderness  alternative,  which  would  recommend  wilderness 
designation  of  the  entire  11,220  acres,  and  a  partial 
wilderness  alternative,  which  would  recommend  wilderness 
designation  of  7,300  acres  and  nonwilderness  designation 
of  3,920  acres. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA  include 
impacts  on  wilderness  values,  beatable  mineral  exploration 
and  development,  forage  production  and  livestock 
management,  timber  production,  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
wildlife  habitat  and  population,  and  recreation  use. 


semiarid  vegetation,  to  riparian  areas  along  the  stream,  to 
conifer/pine  forest  mixes  in  the  higher  elevations.  This  WSA 
is  unique  in  that  it  represents  one  of  the  few  primitive/ 
semiprimitive  zones  of  its  size  along  the  southern  Colorado 
Front  Range  that  is  undeveloped  and  unroaded. 

The  proposed  action  for  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  is 
Alternative  C  -  Partial  Wilderness— I,  which  recommends 
20,750  acres  to  be  designated  wilderness  and  5,400  acres 
not  be  designated  wilderness.  Under  this  alternative, 
wilderness  values  on  all  of  the  20,750  acres  recommended 
for  wilderness  designation  would  be  preserved;  however, 
wilderness  values  would  be  lost  on  about  120  acres  of  the 
5,400  acres  recommended  as  nonsuitable.  Since  the  entire 
WSA  has  low  mineral  potential,  no  exploration  nor 
development  is  expected.  The  only  project  that  would  occur 
in  the  WSA  would  be  a  timber  harvest  on  120  acres  of 
the  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  designation.  All  other 
values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  be  maintained. 

Three  other  alternatives  were  also  considered:  an  all 
wilderness  alternative,  which  would  recommend  designation 
of  the  entire  26,150  acres;  a  no  wilderness  alternative,  which 
would  not  recommend  wilderness  designation  of  any  of  the 
26,150  acres  in  the  WSA;  and  a  partial  wilderness 
(Alternative  D),  which  would  recommend  wilderness 
designation  of  17,000  acres,  and  not  recommend  wilderness 
designation  of  9,150  acres.  Since  the  DEIS,  the  proposed 
action  has  been  changed  from  Alternative  D  -  Partial 
Wilderness  Designation— II  to  Alternative  C  -  Partial 
Wilderness  Designation — I. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  include  impacts 
on  wilderness  values,  locatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  timber  production,  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat 
and  population,  and  recreation  use. 


UPPER  GRAPE  CREEK  WSA  (CO- 
050-017)  -  10,200  acres 


BEAVER  CREEK  WSA  (CO-050- 
016)  -  26,150  acres 


This  WSA  is  located  10  miles  northeast  of  Canon  City 
in  Fremont,  Teller,  and  El  Paso  Counties. 

This  WSA  contains  variations  in  topography  from  rough, 
rocky  rolling  hills  in  the  southern  portion  to  high,  rugged, 
steep  peaks  over  9,000  feet  in  the  northern  portion.  There 
are  many  deep  canyon  drainages.  This  is  highly  representative 
of  the  physical  features  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  Range 
in  Colorado.  The  flora  of  this  WSA  varies  from  areas  of 


This  WSA  is  located  approximately  10  miles  southwest  of 
Canon  City  in  Fremont  and  Custer  Counties. 

Elevation  in  this  WSA  varies  from  7,000  to  8,100  feet. 
The  western  portion  of  the  WSA  contains  rolling  hills;  the 
balance  is  mountainous  with  rugged,  steep  topography. 
Vegetation  is  rather  sparse — mostly  pinon  and  juniper. 
Approximately  7  miles  of  Grape  Creek  flow  through  the 
WSA  and  the  stream  and  associated  riparian  vegetation  and 
the  canyon  are  the  predominant  features  within  the  WSA. 

The  proposed  action  for  the  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSA  is 
the  no  wilderness  alternative,  which  recommends  none  of 
the  10,200  acres  for  wilderness  designation.  Wilderness 
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values  would  be  lost  on  about  2,545  acres;  however,  the 
remaining  7,655  acres  would  probably  remain  undisturbed 
in  the  foreseeable  future.  Since  the  entire  WSA  has  low 
mineral  potential,  no  exploration  nor  development  is 
expected.  As  a  result  of  timber  harvest  and  wildlife  projects, 
livestock  AUMs;  wildlife  populations;  and  annual  hunting 
and  fishing  days  would  increase. 

An  all  wilderness  alternative  was  also  considered,  which 
recommends  wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  10,200 
acres. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSA  include 
impacts  on  wilderness  values,  beatable  mineral  exploration 
and  development,  forage  production  and  livestock 
management,  timber  production,  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
wildlife  habitat  and  population,  and  recreation  use. 


SAND  CASTLE  WSA  (CO-050-135) 
1,644  acres 


This  WSA  consists  of  four  parcels  adjacent  to  the  Great 
Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area  in  Alamosa  County. 

These  parcels  are  made  up  of  sandy  soils  with  typical  low- 
growing  dune  vegetation  such  as  Indian  ricegrass  and  sand 
dropseed.  Elevation  in  the  WSA  varies  from  7,700  to  9,400 
feet. 

The  proposed  action  for  the  Sand  Castle  WSA  is  the  no 
wilderness  alternative,  which  recommends  none  of  the  1,644 
acres  for  wilderness  designation. 

Since  this  WSA  has  low  mineral  potential  and  no  mineral 
exploration  nor  development  is  expected,  and  since  no 
projects  nor  surface  disturbing  activities  are  planned, 
wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire  WSA 
for  the  foreseeable  future,  under  this  alternative,  although 
no  long-term  protection  would  be  provided. 

An  all  wilderness  alternative  was  also  considered,  which 
recommends  wilderness  designation  of  the  entire  1,644  acres. 


Since  the  DEIS,  the  proposed  action  has  been  changed  from 
the  all  wilderness  alternative  to  the  no  wilderness  alternative. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  Sand  Castle  WSA  include  impacts 
on  wilderness  values,  beatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  and  population,  and 
recreation  use. 


SAN  LUIS  HILLS  WSA  (CO-050- 
141)  -  10,240  acres 


This  WSA  contains  10,240  acres  of  land  located 
approximately  3  miles  southeast  of  Manassa. 

This  WSA,  located  in  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  San 
Luis  Valley,  consists  of  a  series  of  interconnected  hills  that 
rise  from  7,700  feet  at  the  surrounding  valley  floor  to  9,300 
feet  at  the  highest  point. 

The  proposed  action  for  the  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  is  the 
no  wilderness  alternative,  which  recommends  none  of  the 
10,240  acres  for  wilderness  designation. 

Since  this  WSA  has  low  mineral  potential  and  no  mineral 
exploration  nor  development  is  expected,  and  since  no 
projects  nor  surface  disturbing  activities  are  planned, 
wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire  WSA 
for  the  foreseeable  future,  although  no  long-term  protection 
would  be  provided. 

Two  other  alternatives  were  also  considered:  an  all  wilderness 
alternative, which  would  recommend  wilderness  designation 
of  the  entire  10,240  acres,  and  a  partial  wilderness  alternative, 
which  would  recommend  designation  of  7,440  acres  and 
nonwilderness  designation  of  2,800  acres. 

Issues  analyzed  for  the  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  include  impacts 
on  wilderness  values,  beatable  mineral  exploration  and 
development,  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  and  population,  and 
recreation  use. 
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PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


CHAPTER  1     PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  preserve  an  enduring 
resource  of  wilderness  in  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA  and 
on  20,750  acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA.  In  the  Mclntyre 
Hills,  Lower  Grape  Creek,  Upper  Grape  Creek,  Sand  Castle, 
San  Luis  WSAs,  and  on  5,400  acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA,  public  lands  would  be  managed  for  other  multiple 
uses. 

Section  603(2)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  BLM 
to  inventory  public  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  and  identify 
those  with  wilderness  characteristics.  Those  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  must  then  be  studied  to  determine 
suitability  or  nonsuitability  for  wilderness  designation.  Based 
on  an  evaluation  of  wilderness  and  other  resource  use/ values 
in  each  area  determined  to  contain  wilderness  characteristics, 
the  Secretary  must  report  his  recommendations  to  the 
President,  no  later  than  October  21,  1991,  on  whether  areas 
should  be  designated  as  wilderness.  The  President  must  report 
his  final  recommendations  to  Congress  within  2  years. 
Congress  will  decide  whether  or  not  any  of  the  areas  are 
to  be  designated  wilderness. 

Section  202  of  FLPMA  provides  authority  through  the  land 
use  planning  process  to  study  and  recommend  areas  for 
wilderness  designation  that  are  not  covered  under  Section 
603.  Five  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs)  are  being  studied 
under  this  authority.  Four  of  these — Black  Canyon  CO- 
050-131,  South  Piney  Creek  CO-050-132B,  Papa  Keal  CO- 
050-137,  and  Zapata  Creek  CO-050- 139— totaling  4,910 
acres,  are  contiguous  to  a  U.S.  Forest  Service  WSA  and 
are  included  in  their  study  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  Range. 
The  1,644-acre  Sand  Castle  WSA  is  contiguous  to  the  Great 
Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service  and  will  be  studied  in  this  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS). 

The  potential  impacts  of  designating  or  not  designating  seven 
WSAs  totaling  82,868  acres  in  the  Canon  City  District  as 
part  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  are 
analyzed.  Table  1-1  shows  the  areas  included  in  this  final 
environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS).  Map  1-1  shows 
the  Sand  Castle  WSA  being  studied  under  Section  202  and 
the  six  WSAs  studied  under  Section  603  in  this  document. 


CHANGES  FROM  THE  DEIS 


Chapter  5  (Consultation)  has  been  added  to  this  FEIS.  This 
includes  draft  and  final  elements  of  the  consultation  and 


coordination  process.  Comments  received  on  the  DEIS  and 
the  corresponding  responses  are  also  included  in  Chapter 
5. 

TABLE  1-1 

SEVEN  WSAs  ANALYZED  IN  THE 
CANON  CITY  DISTRICT  WILDERNESS  EIS 


Unit  No. 

Name 

Acres 

CO-050-002 

Browns  Canyon 

6,614 

CO-050-013 

Mclntyre  Hills 

16,800 

CO-050-014 

Lower  Grape  Creek 

11,220 

CO-050-016 

Beaver  Creek 

26,150 

CO-050-017 

Upper  Grape  Creek 

10,200 

CO-050- 135 

Sand  Castle 

1,644 

CO-050-141 

San  Luis  Hills 

10,240 

TOTAL 

82,868 

In  the  DEIS,  two  partial  wilderness  designation  alternatives 
were  considered  for  Beaver  Creek  to  minimize  potential 
resource  conflicts.  These  included  Alternative  C  (20,750 
acres  recommended  suitable)  and  Alternative  D  (17,000 
acres  recommended  suitable),  which  was  the  proposed 
action.  Since  the  DEIS,  further  evaluation  of  the  timber 
resource  in  this  area  has  shown  that  much  less  timber  is 
available  than  was  previously  thought.  As  a  result  of  this, 
and  substantial  public  comments  supporting  recommenda- 
tion of  the  area  as  suitable,  the  proposed  action  has  been 
changed  to  Alternative  C.  This  would  result  in  an  additional 
3,750  acres  being  recommended  for  designation. 

An  additional  change  in  the  proposed  action  concerns  the 
Sand  Castle  WSA.  Since  the  Sand  Castle  WSA  (1,644  acres) 
is  less  than  5,000  acres,  and  is  contiguous  with  the  existing 
Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area,  which  is  administered 
by  the  National  Park  Service,  it  is  being  studied  under  Section 
202  of  FLPMA.  This  WSA  is  made  up  of  four  separate 
parcels  which  are  up  to  6  miles  apart.  If  designated 
wilderness,  they  would  not  provide  logical  additions  to  the 
existing  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  boundary,  but  rather 
would  add  irregularly  shaped  and  sometimes  narrow 
extensions  protruding  from  the  existing  wilderness.  As  a 
result,  they  would  be  difficult  to  administer  as  wilderness 
(see  Map  2-10).  In  addition,  Park  Service  staff  have  noticed 
higher  levels  of  ORV  use  in  and  around  the  WSA  than 
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Map  1-1  General  Location  Map 

And  Location  of  7  WSAs  in  the  Canon  City  District 
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INVENTORY 


either  the  Park  Service  or  BLM  personnel  were  previously 
aware.  It  would  be  difficult  to  exclude  ORV  use  under 
wilderness  designation  because  of  boundary  identification 
problems  related  to  the  shifting  sands.  Even  fences  are 
frequently  buried  by  the  moving  dune  formation. 

As  a  result  of  these  factors,  the  proposed  action  for  this 
WSA  has  been  changed  from  Alternative  A  -  All 
Wilderness  Designation  to  Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 
designation.  This  would  result  in  1,644  acres  not  being 
recommended  for  designation. 

As  a  result  of  changes  in  the  proposed  actions  for  the  Beaver 
Creek  and  Sand  Castle  WSAs,  the  total  acreage  recom- 
mended suitable  in  this  FEIS  is  increased  by  2,106  acres 
over  the  acreage  identified  as  suitable  in  the  draft  EIS. 

No  other  changes  have  occurred  in  the  proposed  action. 
In  some  other  WSAs,  however,  alternatives  analyzed  in  the 
draft  EIS  have  been  omitted  from  this  document.  A  partial 
wilderness  designation  alternative  was  analyzed  in  the  draft 
EIS  for  Upper  Grape  Creek,  Mclntyre  Hills,  and  Sand  Castle. 
In  each  case,  this  alternative  would  have  eliminated  small 
acreages  (less  than  10  percent)  along  the  boundaries  of  the 
WSAs,  which  contained  minor  resource  conflicts  or  imprints 
of  man.  In  these  cases,  the  analysis  revealed  only  insignificant 
differences  in  impacts  or  in  any  values  that  warrant  further 
consideration  in  this  document.  The  impacts  are  completely 
covered  in  the  all  wilderness  and  the  no  wilderness  alternative 
descriptions  and  there  would  be  no  significant  reason  to 
consider  these  partial  alternatives.  All  other  partial 
alternatives  for  other  WSAs  are  carried  forward  in  this 
document. 

Some  of  the  information  in  the  appendices  in  the  DEIS 
has  been  incoporated  into  this  FEIS;  however,  some  of  the 
information  is  no  longer  needed.  Therefore,  the  appendices 
section  has  been  removed  from  this  document. 

To  accomplish  the  mandate  of  Section  603  of  FLPMA, 
BLM  has  developed  a  framework  for  the  wilderness  review 
process,  which  has  three  phases:  inventory,  study,  and 
reporting. 


is  hereby  recognized  as  an  area  where  the  earth  and  its 
community  of  life  are  untrammeled  by  man,  where  man 
himself  is  a  visitor  who  does  not  remain.  An  area  of 
wilderness  is  further  defined  to  mean  in  this  Act  an  area 
of  undeveloped  Federal  land  retaining  its  primeval  character 
and  influence,  without  permanent  improvements  or  human 
habitation,  which  is  protected  and  managed  so  as  to  preserve 
its  natural  conditions  and  which  (1)  generally  appears  to 
have  been  affected  primarily  by  the  forces  of  nature,  with 
the  imprint  of  man's  work  substantially  unnoticeable;  (2)  has 
outstanding  opportunity  for  solitude  or  a  primitive  and 
unconfined  type  of  recreation;  (3)  has  at  least  five  thousand 
acres  of  land  or  is  of  sufficient  size  as  to  make  practicable 
its  preservation  and  use  in  an  unimpaired  condition;  and 
(4)  may  also  contain  ecological,  geographical,  or  other 
features  of  scientific,  educational,  scenic,  or  historic  value." 

These  characteristics  are  explained  in  detail  in  the  Wilderness 
Inventory  Handbook — Policy,  Direction,  Procedures,  and 
Guidance  for  Conducting  Wilderness  Inventory  on  the  Public 
Lands;  September  1978.  This  handbook  is  available  in  the 
Canon  City  District  Office. 

This  inventory  phase  was  completed  for  the  Canon  City 
District  in  November  1980.  There  were  87,778  acres  in 
11  WSAs  with  wilderness  values.  These  findings  were 
published  in  BLM:  Intensive  Wilderness  Inventory — Final 
Wilderness  Study  Areas.  In  addition  to  the  seven  WSAs 
totalling  82,868  acres  in  the  district  (Map  1-2),  four  WSAs 
totalling  4,910  acres  are  being  studied  along  with  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  WSAs  and  were  analyzed  in  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  Wilderness  EIS  for  the  Pike-San  Isabel  and  Rio 
Grande  National  Forests.  Currently  82,868  acres  identified 
as  WSAs  and  analyzed  in  this  FEIS  represent  7  percent 
of  the  total  1,201,375  acres  in  the  district.  The  27,364  acres 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation  represent  2  percent 
of  total  acres  in  the  district. 


STUDY 


INVENTORY 


During  the  inventory  phase  (1978  through  1980),  all 
1,201,375  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Canon  City  District 
were  examined  to  determine  the  existence  of  wilderness 
resources.  Particular  areas  or  units  of  land  (WSAs)  were 
identified  as  having  wilderness  values.  In  determining  these 
wilderness  values,  the  law  directs  BLM  to  use  the  criteria 
given  by  Congress  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964.  Section 
2(c)  of  that  act  states:  "A  Wilderness,  in  contrast  with  those 
areas  where  man  and  his  own  works  dominate  the  landscape, 


This  phase  involves  the  process  of  determining,  through 
careful  analysis,  the  wilderness  study  areas  that  will  be 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  designation  and 
those  that  will  be  recommended  as  nonsuitable.  These 
determinations,  made  through  the  BLM  land  use  planning 
system,  consider  all  values,  resources,  and  uses  of  the  public 
lands. 

Recommendations  concerning  wilderness  designation  were 
not  included  in  the  Royal  Gorge  (1979)  nor  the  San  Luis 
(1973)  and  Saguache  (1975)  management  framework  plans 
(MFPs).  Each  of  these  land,  use  plans  is  being  amended 
to  include  a  review  of  wilderness  values  including  wilderness 
designation  as  required  by  FLPMA.  In  January  1986,  work 
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Map  1-2  Canon  City  District 
Wilderness  Study  Areas 


SCOPING 


on  the  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  was  initiated. 
When  completed  this  plan  will  replace  the  San  Luis  and 
Saguache  MFPs.  It  is  being  prepared  in  accordance  with 
the  BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  and  the  recommendations 
contained  in  this  document.  Guidance  for  the  amendment 
process  comes  from  the  following  sources:  Wilderness  Study 
Policy,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (regulations 
in  F.R./Vol.  43,  No.  230,  November  29,  1978),  the 
Wilderness  Act  of  1964,  and  the  BLM  Planning  Regulations 
(published  in  43  CFR  1600). 

The  plan  amendment  process  for  wilderness  has  various 

steps. 


issues,  solicit  resource  data  from  the  public,  and  explain 
the  study  procedures  to  be  used.  In  addition  the  Wilderness 
Study  Policy  identified  national  issues  and  criteria. 

Preliminary  alternatives  were  developed  and  additional 
public  workshops  were  held  in  January  1982  in  Alamosa, 
Salida,  Canon  City,  and  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado.  At 
these  workshops  the  public  was  asked  to  comment  on  the 
preliminary  alternatives  and  also  to  recommend  any 
additional  alternatives  not  addressed  by  the  BLM. 


ISSUE  IDENTIFICATION 


SCOPING 

Scoping  determines  environmental  issues  and  alternatives 
to  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.  A  total  of  22  public  scoping 
meetings  and  workshops  were  held  to  identify  any  new 


BLM  used  the  information  obtained  as  a  result  of  scoping 
meetings  and  workshops,  comments  received  during  the 
inventory  process,  and  input  from  BLM  professionals  to 
identify  concerns  associated  with  the  seven  WSAs.  Of  these, 
the  following  were  determined  to  be  important  issues  and 
are  analyzed  in  the  FEIS.  (See  Table  1-2  Issues  Analyzed 
by  WSA.) 


TABLE  1-2 
Issues  Analyzed  by  WSA  ' 


WSAs 


Impacts  on: 


Lower  Upper 

Browns      Mclntyre       Grape       Beaver       Grape       Sand       San  Luis 
Canyon  Hills  Creek        Creek       Creek       Castle  Hills 


Wilderness 
Values 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Forage  Production 
and  Livestock 
Management 

X 

X 

X 

Timber  Production 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 

Terrestrial 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 
Aquatic 

X 

X 

Recreation  Use 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1  An  "X"  indicates  the  issues  analyzed  for  each  WSA. 
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CHAPTER  1 


PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


1.  Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values  -  The  wilderness 
values  of  naturalness,  the  opportunities  of  solitude  and 
primitive  recreation,  and  various  special  features  of  the 
WSAs  would  benefit  from  wilderness  designation.  The  same 
values  may  be  adversely  affected  by  uses  and  activities  that 
would  occur  should  the  WSAs  not  be  designated  wilderness. 
The  significance  of  these  beneficial  or  adverse  impacts  is 
an  issue  that  is  analyzed  in  all  WSAs.  Diversity  in  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  system  will  only  be 
discussed  for  the  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  since  it  is  the  only 
one  that  would  add  to  the  diversity  of  that  system.  Since 
there  are  only  special  features  in  the  Lower  and  Upper  Grape 
Creek  WSAs  and  they  would  not  be  affected  by  wilderness 
designation  or  nondesignation,  special  features  are  only 
discussed  in  Chapter  3  for  these  two  WSAs. 

2.  Impacts  on  Mineral  Exploration  and  Development  - 
If  designated  as  wilderness,  each  WSA  would  be  withdrawn 
from  all  forms  of  mineral  entry,  which  would  affect  the 
potential  exploration  and  development  of  energy  and  mineral 
resources  in  the  WSAs.  Oil  and  gas  and  salable  minerals 
are  not  known  to  exist  in  any  of  the  WSAs  and  are  not 
an  issue.  The  impact,  of  wilderness  designation  on  the 
development  of  potential  and  known  locatable  mineral 
resources  is  analyzed  in  all  seven  WSAs. 

3.  Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock 
Management  -  The  Wilderness  Act  and  the  BLM  Wilder- 
ness Management  Policy  allow  livestock  grazing  to  continue 
at  historic  levels  established  prior  to  wilderness  designation. 
Livestock  management  improvements,  in  existence  at  the 
time  of  wilderness  designation,  may  continue  to  be 
maintained  after  designation.  Also  new  improvements  could 
be  constructed  after  designation  if  they  are  necessary  and 
in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  and  management  plans 
for  the  area  and  are  primarily  for  the  purposes  of  resource 
protection. 

If  an  area  is  designated  wilderness,  the  use  of 
motorized  vehicles  to  maintain  existing  range  improvements 
would  generally  be  precluded,  but  would  continue  to  be 
allowed  where  no  reasonable  alternatives  exist.  Therefore, 
wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation  is  not  expected 
to  significantly  impact  existing  operations. 

The  impact  of  wilderness  designation  on  forage 
production  and  livestock  management  would  be  primarily 
from  restrictions  on  projects  intended  to  increase  livestock 
AUMs.  These  types  of  projects  are  only  proposed  in  the 
Mclntyre  Hills,  Lower  Grape  Creek,  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 
WSAs.  Therefore,  forage  production  and  livestock 
management  is  only  an  issue  for  these  three  WSAs. 

4.  Impacts  on  Timber  Production  -  Wilderness  desig- 
nation would  impact  timber  production  by  prohibiting  the 
harvest  of  firewood  and  sawtimber.  Timber  harvest  projects 
are  only  proposed  in  the  Browns  Canyon,  Mclntyre  Hills, 
Lower  Grape  Creek,  Beaver  Creek,  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 


WSAs.  Therefore,  timber  production  is  an  issue  for  only 
these  five  WSAs. 

5.  Impacts  on  Terrestrial  Wildlife  Habitat  and 
Population  -  Existing  terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
protected  and  wildlife  populations  would  be  maintained 
under  wilderness  designation.  However,  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations  could  be  affected  by  resource  management 
actions  proposed  or  expected  within  the  WSAs  if  not 
designated  as  wilderness.  The  impacts  from  all  resource 
mangement  actions  proposed  or  expected  within  the  WSAs 
were  considered.  If  the  total  acreage  of  vegetation  were 
manipulated  as  proposed  by  all  resources,  small  game  and 
nongame  species  composition  and  numbers  would  vary 
locally.  However,  composition  and  numbers  would  not 
significantly  change  in  the  long  term  because  of  the  habitat 
diversity  offered  by  public  lands,  the  dispersed  nature  and 
size  of  each  project,  and  the  nature  of  disturbance  in  each 
project  area. 

Under  no  wilderness  designation,  a  number  of  actions 
are  projected  that  would  affect  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep, 
or  turkey.  These  include  vegetative  manipulation, 
catchments,  and  spring  development  projects  designed  to 
improve  wildlife  habitat.  Terrestrial  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations  are  issues  for  each  WSA. 

6.  Impacts  on  Aquatic  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population  - 
Generally  the  existing  aquatic  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
protected  and  fish  populations  would  be  maintained  under 
wilderness  designation.  There  is  no  aquatic  habitat  in  the 
Browns  Canyon,  Mclntyre  Hills,  Sand  Castle,  or  San  Luis 
Hills  WSAs.  Although  Beaver  Creek  flows  through  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA,  this  stream  is  managed  by  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  and  they  are  not  proposing  any  aquatic 
habitat  improvement  projects.  In  addition  there  are  no  other 
projects  planned  under  any  alternative  that  would  affect 
Beaver  Creek.  However,  there  are  aquatic  habitat 
improvement  projects  proposed  in  both  the  Lower  and  Upper 
Grape  Creek  WSAs  that  would  be  precluded  under 
wilderness  designation.  Therefore,  aquatic  wildlife  habitat 
and  subsequent  fish  populations  are  only  an  issue  in  these 
two  WSAs. 

7.  Impacts  on  Recreation  Use  -  Wilderness  designation 
could  affect  recreational  opportunities  by  precluding  certain 
activities  such  as  back-country  vehicle  use;  however,  it  would 
maintain  those  opportunities  that  occur  in  a  wilderness 
setting.  If  not  designated,  development  activities  could  result 
in  a  change  in  the  type  of  recreational  use  from  those  that 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  to  those  affected  by  roads  and 
other  manmade  intrusions.  Therefore,  the  impact  of 
designation  or  nondesignation  on  recreation  use  is  an  issue 
in  all  seven  WSAs. 

The  following  issues  were  identified  in  scoping,  but  were 
not  selected  for  detailed  analysis  in  this  EIS.  The  reasons 
each  of  these  issues  is  not  analyzed  further  are  as  follows: 
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ISSUE  IDENTIFICATION 


1.  Impacts  on  Air  Quality  -  Since  the  Wilderness 
Management  Policy  states  that  BLM  will  manage  all 
wilderness  areas  to  comply  with  the  air  quality  classification 
for  that  specific  area,  wilderness  designation  or  nondesig- 
nation  would  not  cause  the  air  quality  classification  to 
change.  All  WSAs  have  a  Class  II  air  quality  classification. 
Concerns  have  been  expressed,  particularly  about  the  Beaver 
Creek  WSA,  that  if  the  unit  is  designated  wilderness  the 
air  quality  classification  would  be  redesignated  to  Class  I. 
BLM  would  not  recommend  reclassification  of  air  quality 
standards  in  designated  wilderness  from  the  existing  Class 
II  to  the  more  stringent  Class  I.  Wilderness  designation  does 
not  automatically  require  reclassification.  Such  a  decision 
would  be  made  by  the  state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM.  In 
addition,  no  actions  nor  projects  are  proposed  or  anticipated 
in  any  of  the  WSAs  that  would  not  be  within  the  constraints 
of  the  existing  Class  II  air  quality  standards.  Therefore, 
impacts  on  air  quality  is  not  an  issue  for  any  of  the  WSAs. 

2.  Impacts  on  Cultural  Resources  -  At  present,  no 
significant  historic  properties  (eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places)  are  known  to  exist  within  the 
wilderness  study  areas  included  in  this  document.  The 
likelihood  of  finding  any  is  insignificant. 

The  Colorado  Historical  Society  has  concurred  that 
generally  wilderness  designation  of  areas  with  cultural 
resource  values  of  low  significance  is  not  adverse  to  cultural 
resources.  Benefits  usually  occur  since  designation  legally 
precludes  development,  land  disturbances,  motorized  use, 
and  other  damaging  or  intrusive  human  effects.  Most 
wilderness  users  tend  to  be  sensitive  to  their  environment 
and  thus  are  far  less  likely  to  "pothunt"  than  others. 
Wilderness  areas  totally  eliminate  access  by  road  and  thus 
eliminate  the  use  of  vehicles  or  heavy  equipment  for 
vandalism  purposes.  A  1979  study  (Nickens,  et  al.,  1979) 
has  confirmed  that  cultural  sites  more  than  one-half  mile 
from  a  road  are  much  less  vandalized  than  those  sites  near 
a  roadway. 

Inventory  procedure  is  well-established  and  is  done 
whenever  surface  disturbance  occurs  in  a  noninventoried 
area.  Mitigation  for  site  loss  or  damage  is  normally  done 
when  a  site  qualifies  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  This  is  required  by  law.  Mitigation  can 
range  from  site  excavation  and  analysis  to  site  avoidance 
through  project  redesign.  If  an  area  is  not  designated 
wilderness,  it  will  be  opened  to  development  such  as  oil 
and  gas,  roads,  timber  sales,  and  other  surface  disturbing 
activities.  Such  disturbances  may  cause  destruction  to 
significant  cultural  resources  and  can  open  up  regions  without 
previous  access.  Increased  access  can  provide  vandals  and 
"pothunters"  easy  opportunity  to  loot  and  the  damage  to 
cultural  resources  can  increase  greatly.  It  should  be  noted, 
however,  that  most  all  development  on  the  public  lands 
requires  inventory  and  mitigation  for  cultural  resources,  thus 


providing  legal  protection,  which  occurs  whether  or  not 
an  area  is  designated  as  wilderness. 

At  the  time  a  wilderness  management  plan  is 
developed,  procedures  for  the  identification  and  protection 
of  cultural  resources  will  be  considered  as  part  of  that  process. 
This  will  include  inventory,  when  appropriate,  mitigation 
as  needed,  and  consultation  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  as  required  under  36  CFR  800.4.  In 
those  cases  where  significant  cultural  values  are  known  to 
exist,  or  are  suspected  to  be  present,  the  legislation  that 
is  developed  must  address  access  and  scientific  or  educational 
uses  that  may  be  required. 

Although  concentrations  of  archeological  artifacts 
have  been  identified  adjacent  to  Browns  Canyon  and  Sand 
Castle  WSAs,  no  known  cultural  resources  exist  within  any 
of  the  WSAs. 

3.  Impacts  on  Economic  Conditions  -  Wilderness 
designation  would  preclude  mineral  exploration  or 
development,  except  on  valid  existing  claims,  in  all  the 
WSAs.  Currently  there  are  no  mining  operations  and,  except 
for  Lower  Grape  Creek,  all  the  WSAs  have  low  mineral 
potential.  There  is  a  favorable  zone  for  base  and  precious 
metal  exploration  and  possible  development  in  the  Lower 
Grape  Creek  WSA.  It  is  estimated  that  a  5  percent  increase 
in  employment  would  be  necessary  to  have  a  significant 
local  and  regional  economic  impact.  It  is  not  expected  that 
mineral  production  of  this  proportion  would  occur  in  all 
of  the  WSAs  combined  if  they  are  designated  or  not 
designated  wilderness. 

The  net  economic  gain  to  the  local  and  regional 
economy  as  a  result  of  timber  and  forage  production,  wildlife 
habitat  improvement  projects,  and  recreational  use  would 
change  by  less  than  1  percent  as  a  result  of  wilderness 
designation  or  nondesignation  of  all  WSAs.  Therefore,  the 
impacts  on  economic  conditions  were  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs. 

4.  Impacts  to  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  - 
Except  for  bald  eagles  and  peregrine  falcons,  there  are  no 
known  threatened  and  endangered  plant  or  animal  species 
in  any  of  the  WSAs.  Bald  eagles  occur  in  the  Royal  Gorge 
Resource  Area  as  winter  visitors.  Although  peregrine  falcons 
could  stop  in  any  of  the  WSAs  during  their  migration,  they 
are  known  to  occur  in  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA. 

In  correspondence  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (FWS),  they  have  stated  that  Section  7  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  requires  that  the  Bureau  review 
the  actions  they  may  authorize,  permit,  or  construct,  and 
determine  whether  Federally  listed  species  will  be  affected. 
If  the  Bureau  determines  that  a  particular  action  "may  affect" 
a  Federally  listed  species,  formal  consultation  with  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  must  be  requested.  The  Act  further 
states  that  if  a  Federal  agency  decides  that  its  activities  or 
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programs  will  not  affect  listed  species  or  their  habitat, 
consultation  (with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  shall 
not  be  initiated  unless  requested  by  the  service.  The  Bureau 
will  satisfy  their  responsibilities  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  for  each  action  that  may  potentially  impact 
bald  eagles  or  peregrine  falcons  residing  within  the  wilderness 
study  areas. 

No  actions  are  proposed  or  anticipated  in  the  Beaver 
Creek  WSA  that  would  affect  peregrine  falcons,  regardless 
of  wilderness  designation.  Under  the  no  wilderness 
alternative,  the  only  activities  proposed  in  the  WSA  are 
timber  harvest  projects.  The  closest  project  would  be  over 
a  mile  from  any  nesting  sites  and  is  not  expected  to  impact 
the  peregrine  falcons.  However,  due  to  the  likelihood  that 
peregrine  falcons  may  occur  in  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  Area,  the  Bureau  will  implement  the  Peregrine  Falcon 
Recovery  Plan,  as  appropriate.  In  addition,  prior  to 
permitting  or  conducting  any  activities  within  a  10-mile 
radius  of  a  suspected  peregrine  falcon  nesting  site,  which 
may  effect  the  peregrine  falcons,  BLM  will  formally  consult 
with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

It  is  recognized  that  several  plant  taxa  that  have  been 
classified  as  FWS  category  2  species  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  have  been  identified  to  occur,  or  potentially 
occur,  within  the  WSAs.  Bureau  policy  dictates  that  species 
listed  by  FWS  as  candidate  species  for  inclusion  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  be  afforded  the  same  protection 
as  a  formally  listed  species  to  the  extent  possible.  The 
following  WSAs  may  contain  plant  taxa  as  below. 

-  Mclntyre  Hills  WSA,  Penstemon  degeneri  is 
known  to  occur.  This  species  may  also  occur  in  the  Lower 
and  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSAs  but  further  field  inventories 
would  have  to  be  conducted  to  verify  this  supposition. 

-  Beaver  Creek  WSA,  Bolophyta  tetraneuris  is 
known  to  occur. 

-  Browns  Canyon  WSA,  Eriogonum  brandegei 
occurs  adjacent  to  this  WSA,  and  potentially  could  occur 
in  the  WSA. 

Prior  to  any  surface  disturbing  activities  within  these 
WSAs,  the  status  of  these  plant  taxa  would  be  verified  and 
necessary  field  inventories  would  be  performed.  Impacts 
would  be  avoided  or  mitigated  regardless  of  wilderness 
designation  or  nondesignation.  Although  there  is  the 
possibility  of  inadvertent  damage  from  recreation  activities 
within  these  WSAs,  there  would  be  only  minor  increases 
in  visitor  use  and  no  change  in  recreational  use  patterns. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  damage  has  occurred  and  the 
likelihood  of  future  damage  is  remote. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 


5.    Impacts  on  Water  Resources 

-  Impacts  on  Erosion  and  Sedimentation  -  Only 
Lower  Grape  Creek,  Beaver  Creek,  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 
WSAs  have  streams.  Although  the  other  WSAs  may  have 
small  temporary  springs,  they  have  no  water  source  that 
could  be  affected  by  wilderness  designation  or  nondesig- 
nation. In  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA,  activities  such  as 
construction  of  primitive  roads  and  other  surface  disturbing 
activities  would  occur  outside  the  Beaver  Creek  watershed 
and,  therefore,  the  influence  on  water  quality  is  negligible. 
In  the  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSAs,  it  is  projected 
that  up  to  8.5  miles  (13  acres)  of  primitive  road,  with 
mitigation  measures  to  control  erosion,  would  be  constructed. 
These  roads  would  provide  access  to  timber  harvest  and 
wildlife  catchment  projects.  Road  construction  would  be 
expected  to  increase  sediment  loads  and  turbidity  in  Grape 
Creek  only  during  snowmelt  runoff  or  heavy  rain.  These 
increases  would  not  be  expected  to  violate  state  water  quality 
standards.  When  compared  to  the  existing  turbidity  and 
sediment  loads  that  result  from  snowmelt  or  thunderstorms 
within  the  204,800-acre  Grape  Creek  watershed,  the 
expected  increase  from  these  13  acres  would  be  too  small 
to  be  measured. 

ORV  use  is  currently  quite  low  in  these  WSAs  and 
is  not  projected  to  increase  if  the  WSAs  are  not  designated 
wilderness.  Virtually  all  this  use  would  continue  to  occur 
on  existing  ways  and  trails.  There  is  no  discernible  erosion 
nor  sedimentation  presently  occurring  as  a  result  of  this 
use  and  no  change  is  expected. 

Timber  harvest  and  woodcutting  activities  in 
themselves  result  in  temporary,  low  level  ground  disturbance. 
Slash  and  litter  are  left  on  the  ground  and  form  a  protective 
cover.  For  these  reasons,  no  measurable  erosion  and  sediment 
production  should  result  from  the  timber  harvest.  The  water 
catchment  project  would  result  in  almost  no  increase  in 
sediment  in  Grape  Creek. 

Therefore,  this  impact  topic  was  dropped  from  further 
analysis  for  all  WSAs  in  this  FEIS. 

-  Impacts  on  Existing  Water  Rights  -  Wilderness 
designation  would  not  be  expected  to  have  a  significant 
effect  on  any  existing  water  rights  in  any  of  the  WSAs. 
Both  the  Wilderness  Act  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Wilderness  Management  Policy  recognize  valid  existing 
rights.  In  the  case  of  water  rights,  if  any  reserved  water 
rights  are  determined  to  be  established  by  the  act  of 
designation,  the  priority  date  of  that  right  would  be  junior 
to  all  rights  existing  at  the  time  of  designation.  It  would, 
therefore,  not  pre-empt  any  existing  water  rights. 
Furthermore,  maintenance  of  existing  water  control 
structures  that  existed  under  valid  permits  or  other  authority 
prior  to  designation  could  continue. 


ISSUE  IDENTIFICATION 


An  issue  that  has  been  recently  raised  is  whether 
there  would  be  an  impact  of  a  reserved  wilderness  water 
right  on  the  transfer  of  existing  rights  within  the  stream 
system  or  through  a  transbasin  diversion.  Transfers  from 
above  or  within  a  wilderness  area  to  below  the  wilderness 
would  clearly  not  be  affected  since  no  less  water  would 
be  allowed  to  flow  through  the  wilderness.  Only  where 
transfers  could  result  in  the  movement  of  rights  from  below 
to  within  or  above  the  wilderness  is  there  a  potential  effect. 
No  such  transfers  are  currently  known  to  be  proposed  within 
any  of  the  WSAs.  Even  if  at  some  future  date  such  a  transfer 
were  proposed,  the  effects  would  likely  be  minimal  if  any. 
Limitations  that  would  be  placed  on  such  a  transfer  because 
of  wilderness  would  almost  certainly  be  no  more  significant 
than  those  that  would  be  automatically  imposed  by  other 
water  rights  more  senior  than  any  reserved  wilderness  water 
right.  Even  in  the  unlikely  event  that  this  were  not  the 
case,  it  is  probable  that  flexibility  could  be  provided  to  the 
water  right  holder  while  still  assuring  complete  protection 
of  the  specific  wilderness  values  associated  with  water  flows 
through  the  WSA.  Mitigations,  flow  augmentation  measures, 
water  right  exchanges,  purchases  or  donations,  and  other 
legal  avenues  could  provide  the  means  to  accomplish  this. 

Since  there  are  no  expected  effects  on  existing  water 
rights  and  no  proposals  to  transfer  water  rights  are  known 
or  anticipated  that  would  be  significantly  affected,  this  impact 
topic  was  dropped  from  further  analysis  for  the  WSAs  in 
this  environmental  impact  statement. 

6.  Impacts  on  State  and  Private  Inholdings  and  Split- 
Estate  Lands  -  The  issue  of  how  wilderness  designation  or 
nondesignation  might  affect  state  or  private  lands  or  non- 
Federal  mineral  inholdings  was  identified  in  the  scoping 
process.  This  issue  was  dropped  from  further  consideration 
because  no  activity  is  expected  and  the  uses  on  these  lands 
would  not  change  as  a  result  of  designation  or  nondesig- 
nation. Also,  BLM  is  required  to  allow  access  to  inholdings 
in  a  designated  wilderness.  Designation  or  nondesignation 
would  not  impact  non-Federal  inholdings;  therefore, 
inholdings  are  not  an  issue  in  this  FEIS. 

Mclntyre  Hills,  Lower  Grape  Creek,  Beaver  Creek, 
and  Upper  Grape  Creek  are  the  only  WSAs  that  have 
inholdings.  The  acreage  and  location  of  the  inholdings  for 
these  WSAs  are  discussed  in  Chapter  3. 


Mclntyre  Hills,  Lower  Grape  Creek,  and  Upper 
Grape  Creek  WSAs  have  small  areas  of  split-estate  where 
the  surface  is  Federal  and  the  minerals  are  owned  by  the 
state.  In  all  cases  these  are  in  low  mineral  potential  areas 
and  no  exploration  nor  development  is  projected  under  any 
of  the  alternatives.  Consequently  the  impacts  on  these  areas 
are  not  addressed  in  this  document  and  the  split-estate  land 
is  not  distinguished  from  the  rest  of  the  land  in  these  WSAs. 
However,  the  locations  are  identified  in  Chapter  3.  If  any 
of  these  three  WSAs  are  designated  wilderness,  BLM  would 
attempt  to  acquire  these  subsurface  minerals  from  the  state. 


ANALYSIS  OF  IMPACTS 

The  last  step  of  the  planning  amendment  process  was  to 
analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action 
and  other  alternatives.  The  Canon  City  District  Wilderness 
Planning  A  mendment  Draft  En  vironmental  Impact  Statement 
was  prepared  and  published  in  September  1982.  This  draft 
presented,  for  public  review  and  comment,  the  results  of 
the  assessment  of  impacts  for  the  proposed  action  and  other 
alternatives  for  the  various  WSAs.  Comments  received  have 
been  used  to  prepare  this  FEIS.  See  Chapter  5  -  Consul- 
tation for  further  discussion  of  these  comments. 


REPORTING 


The  reporting  phase  consists  of  actually  forwarding  or 
reporting  the  suitable  and  nonsuitable  recommendations 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  President  and  from 
the  President  to  the  Congress. 
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CHAPTER  2  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 


INTRODUCTION 


This  chapter  describes  in  detail  the  alternatives  selected  for 
analysis  in  this  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS). 
From  two  to  four  alternatives  were  examined  for  each  of 
the  seven  wilderness  study  areas.  With  the  exception  of 
the  no  wilderness  (no  action)  alternative  for  each  WSA, 
all  alternatives  propose  recommending  to  Congress  some 
land  as  additions  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System  (Table  2-1).  Map  2-1  shows  the  proposed  action 
for  each  WSA. 


If  designated  by  Congress,  these  additions  to  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  would  be  managed 
according  to  provisions  of  the  1964  Wilderness  Act,  the 
1976  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  and  the 
BLM  final  Wilderness  Management  Policy  of  September 
24,  1981.  These  Acts  and  policy  guidance  direct  the 
administering  agency  to  be  responsible  for  preserving  the 
wilderness  character  of  these  WSAs.  Section  4  of  the  1964 
Wilderness  Act,  which  deals  with  use  in  wilderness  areas, 
states  that  they  shall  be  devoted  to  the  public  purposes  of 
recreation,  scenic,  scientific,  educational,  conservation,  and 
historical  use. 


TABLE  2-1 
WILDERNESS  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  THE  CANON  CITY  DISTRICT 


Alternatives 

WSAs 

A  -  All 

Wilderness 

Designation 

B  -  No 

Wilderness 

Designation 

C  -  Partial 
Wilderness 
Designation — I 

D  -  Partial 
Wilderness 
Designation — II 

Browns  Canyon 
CO-050-002 
(6,614  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(6,614  acres). 

(0  acres). 

Not  analyzed. 

Not  analyzed. 

Mclntyre  Hills 
CO-050-013 
(16,800  acres). 

(16,800  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(0  acres). 

Not  analyzed. 

Not  analyzed. 

Lower  Grape  Creek 
CO-050-014 
(11,220  acres). 

(11,220  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(0  acres). 

(7,300  acres). 

Not  analyzed. 

Beaver  Creek 
CO-050-016 
(26,150  acres). 

(26, 1 50  acres). 

(0  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(20,750  acres). 

(17,000  acres). 

Upper  Grape  Creek 
CO-050-017 
(10,200  acres). 

(10,200  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(0  acres). 

Not  analyzed. 

Not  analyzed. 

Sand  Castle 
CO-050-135 
(1,644  acres). 

(1,644  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(0  acres). 

Not  analyzed. 

Not  analyzed. 

San  Luis  Hills 
CO-050-141 
(10,240  acres). 

(10,240  acres). 

Proposed  Action 
(0  acres). 

(7,440  acres). 

Not  analyzed. 

NOTE:  Acreages  shown  in  parentheses  ( )  are  those  recommended  for  wilderness  designation. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNA 
TIVES  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 


Since  the  pattern  of  future  actions  within  the  WSAs  cannot 
be  predicted  with  certainty,  assumptions  were  made  to  allow 
the  analysis  of  impacts  under  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives.  These  assumptions  are  the  basis  of  the  impacts 
identified  in  this  FEIS.  They  represent  feasible  patterns  of 
activities  that  could  occur  under  the  alternatives  analyzed. 

1.  In  Bureau  initiated  actions,  such  as  these  wilderness 
studies,  the  "proposed  action"  and  the  agency  "preferred 
alternative"  are  the  same.  For  the  sake  of  consistency  and 
ease  of  understanding,  the  term  "proposed  action"  will  be 
used  throughout  the  document. 

2.  If  an  area  is  not  designated  wilderness,  it  will  be 
managed  according  to  the  existing  land  use  plans. 

3.  If  an  area  is  designated  wilderness,  the  BLM 
Wilderness  Management  Policy  would  provide  management 
guidance. 

4.  Valid  existing  mining  claims  can  be  mined  within 
a  designated  wilderness  area  as  long  as  there  is  no  unnecessary 
nor  undue  degradation.  All  existing  claims  on  the  date  of 
designation  would  undergo  a  validity  examination  before 
any  plan  of  operation  would  be  approved. 

5.  If  designated  wilderness,  no  new  mining  claims  could 
be  staked  or  filed. 

6.  The  mineral  development  scenario  in  Lower  Grape 
Creek  WSA  has  been  developed  using  the  best  available 
data  and  provides  the  basis  for  the  impacts  identified  in 
this  chapter.  It  must  be  understood  that  the  scenario  and 
resultant  impacts  are  used  to  provide  a  means  of  comparing 
the  relative  impacts  of  implementing  any  of  the  alternatives 
and  should  not  be  considered  as  a  management  proposal. 

7.  The  BLM  would  be  required  to  provide  access  for 
the  reasonable  use  and  enjoyment  of  patented  claims  and 
state  mineral  lands  within  wilderness  areas. 

8.  If  an  area  containing  state  mineral  lands  or  privately- 
owned  lands  is  designated  wilderness,  acquisition  of  those 
private  or  state  interests  may  occur  through  purchase  or 
exchange.  Acquisition  of  nonpublic  owned  lands  would 
occur  only  if  the  state  or  private  owners  concur  with  the 
acquisition,  or  if  the  acquisition  is  specifically  authorized 
by  Congress  to  be  accomplished  by  eminent  domain. 

9.  Mineral  exploration  and  development  in  WSAs  not 
designated  wilderness  would  be  in  accordance  with  43  CFR 
3809,  Surface  Management  of  Public  Lands  under  U.S. 

Mining  Laws. 

1 0.  Range  facilities  would  be  maintained  by  customary 
methods,  and  new  rangeland  developments  may  be  allowed 


BROWNS  CANYON  WSA 

when  site-specific  environmental  assessments  show 
wilderness  resources  would  not  be  impaired.  Livestock 
grazing  would  be  maintained  at  present  levels  unless  adjusted 
for  reasons  prescribed  through  range  management  practices. 

11.  Wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects  would 
continue  to  be  installed  in  designated  areas  if,  through  an 
environmental  assessment,  it  is  determined  that  the  projects 
comply  with  the  intent  of  wilderness  legislation. 

To  provide  the  public  and  the  decision  maker  with  a 
convenient  tool  for  comparing  impacts  and  for  defining  issues 
and  reaching  conclusions,  this  chapter  ends  with  Table  2- 
2  which  compares  (for  each  WSA)  the  impacts  on  resources 
that  would  result  from  each  alternative. 


BROWNS  CANYON  (002) 


PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  A  -  ALL 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-2)  6,614 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  6,614 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  management,  6,614  acres  within  this  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to  all  valid 
existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development  of 
beatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  nine 
claims  totaling  180  acres  in  the  WSA.  These  claims  would 
be  subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  regarding  surface 
management  and  BLM  Wilderness  Management  Policy. 

Except  for  a  small  perlite  deposit  on  the  east  side  of  Ruby 
Mountain,  the  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral 
potential.  It  is  not  expected  that  this  site  would  be  developed, 
because  of  the  small  size  of  the  perlite  deposit,  lack  of  nearby 
processing  facilities,  and  since  only  one  of  the  existing  claims 
is  near  this  deposit.  None  of  the  other  existing  claims  are 
expected  to  prove  valid;  therefore,  no  further  exploration 
nor  development  would  occur. 


2-3 


R  78  W 


R  77  W 


Map  2-2 
Browns  Canyon  WSA 

Proposed  Action 
All  Wilderness  Designation 


Unit  identified  as  WSA 
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Timber  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  designation,  timber  resources  would  not 
be  actively  managed  and  no  harvest  would  occur. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  under  wilderness  protection  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  current  numbers  of  160  mule  deer 
and  135  bighorn  sheep. 

Five  planned  spring  projects  would  be  constructed  to  prevent 
further  deterioration  of  the  natural  spring  site.  These  springs 
would  be  developed  in  the  following  loca- 
tions: approximately  one-half  mile  east  of  the  Arkansas 
River  in  Green  Gulch;  near  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
WSA  in  Spring  Gulch;  approximately  three-quarters  of  a 
mile  from  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  WSA  along 
Cottonwood  Creek;  just  east  of  the  Arkansas  River 
approximately  one-quarter  mile  north  of  Cottonwood  Creek; 
and  approximately  one-quarter  mile  east  of  the  river  along 
Middle  Cottonwood  Creek.  Helicopters  would  be  used  on 
a  one-time  basis  to  transport  equipment  and  material  to 
project  sites,  which  would  result  in  minimal  surface 
disturbance  to  the  WSA.  No  roads  would  be  constructed 
since  future  maintenance  would  be  done  on  foot. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  existing 
recreation  uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting  in  a 
wilderness  setting.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not  occur. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
approximately  25  annual  recreation  days.  The  primary 
recreation  uses  would  be  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting. 
Since  the  southern  portion  of  the  WSA  is  very  steep  and 
rugged,  the  majority  of  this  use  occurs  north  of  Spring  Gulch. 
There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities 
presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  B 
DESIGNATION 


NO  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 
Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


0 
6,614 


All  6,614  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  locatable  mineral 
resources. 

The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and 
no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  There  is  a  small 
perlite  deposit  on  the  eastern  side  of  Ruby  Mountain; 


however,  because  of  the  small  size  and  lack  of  nearby 
processing  facilities,  it  is  not  expected  that  this  site  would 
be  developed.  Currently  there  are  nine  mining  claims  (180 
acres)  in  the  WSA. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Intensive  sustained-yield  management  would  occur  on  the 
3,910  acres  of  woodlands  and  65  acres  of  productive  forest 
land  (PFL).  Intensive  management  practices  would  consist 
of  clearcutting,  selective  cutting,  and  two-stage  shelterwood 
harvest.  Timber  would  not  be  harvested  in  the  remainder 
of  the  WSA. 

The  100,682  cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  within  the 
3,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  harvested  on 
a  sustained-yield  basis  north  of  Spring  Gulch.  Woodlands 
would  be  harvested  either  by  clearcutting  or  selective  cutting. 
Clearcutting  would  be  done  in  even-aged  stands.  Uneven- 
aged  stands  would  be  selectively  cut  (trees  over  a  certain 
diameter  would  be  removed  and  trees  less  than  a  certain 
diameter  would  be  left).  Clearcuts  generally  range  from  1 
to  10  acres  in  size;  the  average  area  would  be  3  to  4  acres 
and  would  be  cut  in  an  irregular  pattern  to  be  less  visually 
obtrusive.  Harvest  of  firewood  is  projected  to  take  place 
once  every  4  to  5  years  and  include  a  total  of  70  to  100 
acres  each  time. 

Harvest  of  1,976  Mbf  of  sawtimber  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  would  occur  in  two  locations  south  of 
Cottonwood  Creek.  The  65  operable  acres  of  PFL  would 
be  harvested  using  the  two-stage  shelterwood  method. 
During  the  first  stage,  60  to  70  percent  of  the  total  original 
volume  would  be  removed;  during  the  second  stage 
(approximately  10  to  20  years  later),  the  residual  growth 
would  be  harvested. 

Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method,  which  allows  some  trees  to  remain 
standing  to  disseminate  seeds  for  reforestation.  This  is  more 
visually  appealing  than  removing  all  the  trees  from  the  area 
at  one  time. 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  up  to  3.5  miles  of  primitive 
road  would  be  necessary  for  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest 
and  would  be  expected  to  result  in  up  to  5  acres  of  surface 
disturbance. 

Although  the  northern  portion  of  the  WSA  has  some  steep 
terrain,  logging  roads  would  be  constructed  on  the  flat  areas 
and  would  avoid  side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than  35 
percent.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide) 
and  would  utilize  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  to 
minimize  erosion. 

The  total  3.5  miles  of  proposed  road  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  the  timber  harvest  project  to  avoid  safety 
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problems  with  logging  trucks  and  would  be  closed  and 
revegetated  following  completion  of  the  project. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  improve  wildlife  habitat 
and  increase  wildlife  populations,  which  would  occur 
principally  through  resource  management  actions  such  as 
firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest. 

As  in  the  all  wilderness  alternative,  five  spring  projects  are 
proposed  to  protect  the  springs  from  deteriorating.  They 
would  be  constructed  in  the  following  loca- 
tions: approximately  one-half  mile  east  of  the  Arkansas 
River  in  Green  Gulch;  near  the  eastern  boundary  of  the 
WSA  in  Spring  Gulch;  approximately  three-quarters  of  a 
mile  from  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  WSA  along 
Cottonwood  Creek;  just  east  of  the  Arkansas  River 
approximately  one-quarter  mile  north  of  Cottonwood  Creek; 
and  approximately  one-quarter  mile  east  of  the  river  along 
Middle  Cottonwood  Creek.  Helicopters  would  be  used  on 
a  one-time  basis  to  transport  materials  and  equipment  to 
project  sites,  which  would  result  in  minimal  surface 
disturbance  to  the  WSA.  No  roads  would  be  constructed 
since  future  maintenance  would  be  done  on  foot. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  existing 
recreation  uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting  in  a 
predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

Management  would  continue  for  the  existing  25  annual 
recreation  days  of  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting.  It  is 
expected  that  about  12  annual  recreation  days  would  occur 
in  some  of  the  drainages  and  primitive  areas  south  of  Spring 
Gulch  with  the  remaining  13  annual  recreation  days  expected 
to  occur  north  of  Spring  Gulch. 

Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not  be  allowed  in  this  WSA 
if  it  is  not  designated  wilderness.  There  are  no  developed 
hiking  trails  and  none  are  planned. 


McINTYRE  HILLS  (013) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-3) 
Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 


NO 

0 

16,800 


Mineral  Resource  Management 

All  16,800  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  locatable  mineral 
resources. 

The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and 
no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  Currently  there 
are  25  mining  claims  in  the  WSA  totaling  approximately 
500  acres. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  provide  an  additional  80 
AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  use. 

Thinning  1,120  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  is  planned  as 
a  livestock  grazing  project.  This  thinning  is  included  in  the 
1 ,  190  operable  acres  planned  for  harvest  as  a  timber  resource 
project.  As  a  result  of  this  harvest,  AUMs  are  expected 
to  increase  from  700  to  780  and  the  increase  would  be 
allocated  to  livestock. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Intensive  sustained-yield  management  would  occur  on  the 
1,190  acres  of  woodlands  and  571  acres  of  productive  forest 
land  (PFL).  Intensive  management  practices  would  consist 
of  clearcutting,  selective  cutting,  and  two-stage  shelterwood 
harvest.  Timber  would  not  be  harvested  in  the  remainder 
of  the  WSA. 

The  35,105  cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  within  the  1,190 
operable  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  harvested  on  a 
sustained-yield  basis  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary 
between  Five  Points  and  Mclntyre  Gulch.  Woodlands  would 
be  harvested  either  by  clearcutting  or  selective  cutting. 
Clearcutting  would  be  done  in  even-aged  stands.  Uneven- 
aged  stands  would  be  selectively  cut  (trees  over  a  certain 
diameter  would  be  removed  and  trees  less  than  a  certain 
diameter  would  be  left).  Clearcuts  generally  range  from  1 
to  10  acres  in  size;  the  average  area  would  be  3  to  4  acres 
and  would  usually  be  cut  in  an  irregular  pattern  to  be  less 
visually  obtrusive.  Harvest  of  firewood  is  projected  to  take 
place  once  every  5  to  10  years  and  include  a  total  of  70 
to  100  acres  each  time. 

Harvest  of  6,977  Mbf  of  sawtimber  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  would  occur  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary 
west  of  Washtub  Gulch.  The  571  operable  acres  of  PFL 
would  be  harvested  using  the  two-stage  shelterwood  method. 
During  the  first  stage,  60  to  70  percent  of  the  total  original 
volume  would  be  removed;  during  the  second  stage 
(approximately  10  to  20  years  later),  the  remaining 
commercial  timber  would  be  harvested. 
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Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method,  which  allows  some  trees  to  remain 
standing  to  disseminate  seeds  for  reforestation.  This  is  more 
visually  appealing  than  removing  all  the  trees  from  the  area 
at  one  time. 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  up  to  2  miles  of  primitive 
road  would  be  necessary  for  timber  harvest  and  would  be 
expected  to  result  in  up  to  3  acres  of  surface  disturbance. 

Logging  roads  would  be  constructed  on  the  less  rugged  areas 
and  would  avoid  side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than  35 
percent.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide) 
and  would  utilize  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  to 
minimize  erosion.  Access  to  the  projects  would  be  from 
the  south  to  minimize  road  construction  in  the  WSA. 

The  total  2  miles  of  proposed  road  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest 
projects  to  avoid  safety  problems  with  logging  trucks  and 
would  be  closed  and  reclaimed  following  completion  of 
the  project. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  improve  wildlife  habitat 
and,  therefore,  increase  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep,  and  turkey 
populations. 

Although  the  exact  location  is  unknown,  it  is  expected  that 
three  water  catchments  would  be  constructed  in  the  following 
locations:  near  the  northern  WSA  boundary  east  of 
Mclntyre  Gulch;  near  the  northern  WSA  boundary  west 
of  Sheep  Basin;  and  near  the  northern  WSA  boundary  east 
of  Five  Points  Gulch.  Catchments  would  improve 
distribution  of  mule  deer  and  bighorn  sheep.  It  is  estimated 
that  construction  of  a  total  of  approximately  1  mile  of 
primitive  road  on  gently  sloping  terrain  may  be  necessary 
for  transporting  material  and  equipment  to  these  sites.  These 
roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide  or  less)  and 
water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  would  be  used  to 
minimize  erosion.  These  roads  would  not  be  open  to  the 
public;  however,  they  would  be  used  for  maintenance  of 
the  catchments.  This  would  result  in  about  1.5  acres  of 
surface  disturbance. 

In  addition,  100  acres  of  oakbrush  would  be  burned  to 
increase  browse  for  an  additional  15  mule  deer.  Although 
the  exact  location  of  this  burn  is  not  known,  it  is  presumed 
that  it  would  be  located  on  relatively  level  to  gently  sloping 
terrain  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary.  Road  construc- 
tion would  not  be  necessary. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  and  back-country  vehicle 
travel  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 


The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  105  annual 
recreation  days.  In  addition  the  WSA  would  be  managed 
to  accommodate  increases  in  hunter  use  projected  as  a  result 
of  wildlife  habitat  management  actions  described  in  this 
chapter  under  Wildlife  Habitat  Management. 

Management  would  continue  for  the  existing  hiking  and 
backpacking,  with  approximately  70  percent  of  this  use 
occurring  in  Sheep  Basin  and  Five  Points  Gulch.  Hunter 
use  would  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 

Existing  back-country  vehicle  use  would  continue  in  some 
of  the  drainages,  such  as  Washtub  Gulch  along  the  southern 
WSA  boundary,  in  the  southern  portion  of  Five  Points 
Gulch,  and  the  northern  portion  of  Sheep  Basin.  There  are 
no  developed  hiking  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities 
presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 
Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


16,800 
16,800 


Under  wilderness  management,  16,800  acres  within  this 
WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to 
all  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development 
of  locatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  25  claims 
totaling  500  acres  in  the  WSA.  These  claims  would  be 
subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  surface  management  regulations 
and  BLM  Wilderness  Management  Policy.  The  entire  WSA 
is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and  no  exploration 
nor  development  is  expected. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  present  level  of  700  AUMs  would  be  maintained. 

Thinning  of  1,120  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  identified  in 
the  no  wilderness  alternative  would  not  occur.  No  other 
livestock  grazing  projects  are  expected. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  designations,  timber  resources  would  not 
be  actively  managed  and  no  harvest  would  occur. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  under  wilderness  protection  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  current  numbers  of  400  mule  deer, 
50  bighorn  sheep,  and  100  turkey.  Planned  construction 
of  three  water  catchments  and  a  100-acre  oakbrush  burn 
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described  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative  to  increase  wildlife 
populations  would  not  occur. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  existing 
recreation  uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting  in  a 
wilderness  setting.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not  be 
permitted. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
40  annual  recreation  days.  The  primary  recreation  uses 
would  be  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting.  Approximately 
70  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue 
to  occur  in  Sheep  Basin  and  Five  Points  Gulch.  Hunter 
use  would  remain  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA.  There 
are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities  presently 
in  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  (014) 

PROPOSED  ACTION-ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-4)  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        1 1,220 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

All  11,220  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  beatable  mineral 
resources. 

Geochemical  analysis  has  indicated  a  favorable  zone  of 
approximately  2,000  acres  showing  moderate  potential  for 
base  and  precious  metals  (copper,  lead,  silver),  which  trends 
northeast  to  southwest  between  Horseshoe  Mountain  and 
the  Green  Mountain  Mine.  There  are  80  mining  claims 
totaling  approximately  1,600  acres  within  these  2,000  acres. 
Examination  of  previously  explored  sites  in  this  favorable 
zone  revealed  the  presence  of  marginally  profitable  ore 
(copper,  lead,  silver)  at  current  metal  prices  and  production 
costs. 

The  remaining  9,220  acres  in  the  WSA  administered  by 
BLM  are  considered  to  have  a  low  potential  for  mineral 
discovery.  On  this  9,220  acres,  there  are  76  mining  claims 
totaling  1,520  acres. 

Because  of  the  favorable  zone  showing  moderate  potential 
for  base  and  precious  metals,  some  mineral  exploration  is 
expected.  It  is  assumed  this  exploration  and  possible  road 
construction  would  occur  around  the  western  side  of 
Horseshoe  Mountain  since  this  is  the  primary  area  within 
the  favorable  zone  where  a  large  concentration  of  existing 
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claims  is  located.  Since  the  terrain  is  rugged,  most  exploration 
work  would  probably  consist  of  transporting  small  portable 
drilling  rigs  to  core  drill  for  mineral  deposits.  This  type 
of  exploration  may  take  place  on  between  1  and  10  sites. 
Each  exploration  site  would  be  generally  less  than  one- 
quarter  acre  in  size.  It  is  possible  that  a  total  of  1.5  to 
3  miles  of  road  construction  suitable  for  transportation  of 
portable  drill  rigs  to  these  sites  would  occur.  This  road 
construction  could  result  in  up  to  4  acres  of  surface 
disturbance.  These  roads  to  the  exploration  sites  would  be 
used  only  by  the  claimants  during  exploration  and  then 
closed  and  revegetated. 

Since  the  majority  of  claims  within  the  2,000-acre  favorable 
zone  are  around  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain, 
it  is  assumed  there  would  be  development  of  one  mine 
in  this  same  area  resulting  in  production  of  silver  and 
associated  by-products  of  copper  and  lead.  The  most  logical 
method  of  mining  the  area  would  be  to  drive  an  adit  into 
the  side  of  the  mountain. 

Based  on  similar  developments  in  the  local  area  outside 
the  WSA,  it  is  estimated  that  20  acres  of  surface  disturbance 
would  be  associated  with  developing  a  mine.  This  would 
include  approximately  2  acres  of  disturbance  from 
construction  of  approximately  1.5  miles  of  road  from  Marsh 
Gulch  at  the  northern  WSA  boundary  to  the  mine  and 
18  acres  of  disturbance  associated  with  tailing  piles,  adit, 
loading  areas,  processing  facility,  and  other  buildings  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  mine.  This  road  would  be  closed  to  the  public 
by  the  mine  operator  for  safety  reasons.  The  ore  would 
probably  be  processed  onsite  to  a  concentrate.  The  tailings 
would  be  left  onsite  and  the  concentrate  transported  off 
site  for  further  refinement. 

Although  much  of  the  WSA  consists  of  steep  terrain,  mining 
roads  for  mineral  exploration  and  mine  development  would 
be  constructed  on  the  less  rugged  areas  and  would  avoid 
side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than  35  percent.  These  roads 
would  not  be  wider  than  12  feet  and  would  utilize  water 
bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  to  minimize  erosion.  The 
existing  way  leading  to  Marsh  Gulch  would  be  used  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  road  construction. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  provide  an  additional  60 
AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  use  and  distribute  livestock 
more  effectively. 

Two  spring  developments  would  be  constructed;  one  near 
the  southern  WSA  boundary  at  the  beginning  of  Goat  Park 
Gulch  and  the  second  close  to  the  western  WSA  boundary 
near  the  beginning  of  Sawmill  Gulch.  Both  springs  would 
improve  livestock  distribution  by  attracting  cattle  to  areas 
where  livestock  water  did  not  previously  exist.  Each  project 
would   involve   less   than   one-quarter  acre   of  surface 
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Map  2-4 
Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA 

Proposed  Action 
No  Wilderness  Designation 


Unit  identified  as  WSA 
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disturbance  and  no  road  construction  since  they  would 
probably  be  in  accessible  gulches  near  the  WSA  boundary. 
Vehicular  travel  would  be  allowed  along  an  existing  way 
by  the  rancher  only  as  necessary  to  maintain  these  springs. 

Thinning  1,160  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  is  planned  as 
a  livestock  grazing  project.  This  thinning  is  included  in  the 
1,910  operable  acres  that  are  planned  for  harvest  as  a  timber 
resource  project.  As  a  result  of  this  harvest,  AUMs  are 
expected  to  increase  from  231  to  291  and  the  increase  would 
be  allocated  to  the  rancher. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Intensive  sustained-yield  management  would  occur  on  the 
1,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands  and  389  acres  of 
productive  forest  land  (PFL).  Intensive  management 
practices  would  consist  of  clearcutting  and  stocking  control 
through  selective  cutting  and  two-stage  shelterwood  harvest. 
Timber  would  not  be  harvested  on  the  remainder  of  the 
WSA. 

The  43,930  cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  within  the  1,910 
operable  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  harvested  on  a 
sustained-yield  basis  in  locations  along  the  eastern  WSA 
boundary  south  of  Horseshoe  Mountain;  north  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain;  along  the  northern  WSA  boundary  near  Marsh 
Gulch;  south  of  Marsh  Gulch  along  the  western  WSA 
boundary;  and  southwest  of  Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch. 
Woodlands  would  be  harvested  either  by  clearcutting  or 
selective  cutting.  Clearcutting  would  be  done  in  even-aged 
stands.  Uneven-aged  stands  would  be  selectively  cut  (trees 
over  a  certain  diameter  would  be  removed  and  trees  less 
than  a  certain  diameter  would  be  left).  Clearcuts  generally 
range  from  1  to  10  acres  in  size;  the  average  area  would 
be  3  to  4  acres  and  would  usually  be  cut  in  an  irregular 
pattern  to  be  less  visually  obtrusive.  Harvest  of  firewood 
is  projected  to  take  place  once  every  5  to  10  years  and 
include  a  total  of  70  to  100  acres  each  time. 

Harvest  of  8,558  Mbf  of  sawtimber  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  would  occur  in  locations  south  of  Marsh  Gulch 
along  the  western  WSA  boundary  and  southwest  of  Upper 
Goat  Park  Gulch.  The  389  operable  acres  of  PFL  would 
be  harvested  using  the  two-stage  shelterwood  method. 
During  the  first  stage,  60  to  70  percent  of  the  total  original 
volume  would  be  removed;  during  the  second  stage 
(approximately  10  to  20  years  later),  the  residual  growth 
would  be  harvested. 

Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method,  which  allows  some  trees  to  remain 
standing  to  disseminate  seeds  for  reforestation.  This  is  more 
visually  appealing  than  removing  all  the  trees  from  the  area 
at  one  time. 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  up  to  4.5  miles  of  primitive 
road  would  be  necessary  for  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest 


and  would  be  expected  to  result  in  up  to  7  acres  of  surface 
disturbance. 

Although  much  of  the  WSA  consists  of  steep  and  rugged 
terrain,  logging  roads  would  be  constructed  on  the  less  rugged 
areas  and  would  avoid  side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than 
35  percent.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet 
wide)  and  would  utilize  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts 
to  minimize  erosion. 

The  total  4.5  miles  of  proposed  road  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest  project 
to  avoid  safety  problems  with  logging  trucks  and  would 
be  closed  and  revegetated  following  completion  of  the 
project. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Terrestrial 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  improve  wildlife  habitat 
and,  therefore,  increase  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep,  and  turkey 
populations. 

Three  water  catchments  would  be  constructed  in  the 
following  locations:  approximately  1  mile  east  of  Scrapping 
Ridges;  approximately  one-half  mile  south  of  the  junction 
of  Pine  Gulch  and  Grape  Creek;  and  approximately  1  mile 
southeast  of  Horseshoe  Mountain.  Catchments  would 
improve  distribution  of  mule  deer,  bighorn  sheep,  and  turkey. 
It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  a  total  of  approximately 
3  miles  of  primitive  road  on  gently  rolling  terrain  may  be 
necessary  for  transporting  material  and  equipment  to  the 
sites.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide 
or  less)  and  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  would 
be  used  to  minimize  erosion.  The  existing  way  in  Pine  Gulch 
would  be  used  to  reduce  the  amount  of  road  construction. 
This  would  result  in  about  4.5  acres  of  surface  disturbance. 

A  planned  500-acre  pinon-juniper  clearcut  to  increase 
browse  for  an  additional  50  mule  deer  and  5  bighorn  sheep 
would  occur  approximately  one-third  mile  east  of  Sunset 
City  Gulch.  This  clearcut  would  consist  of  several  10-  to 
20-acre  patches  and  would  be  cut  in  an  irregular  pattern, 
which  is  less  visually  obtrusive.  It  is  estimated  that 
construction  of  approximately  1  mile  of  primitive  road  would 
be  necessary  and  would  be  expected  to  result  in  1.5  acres 
of  surface  disturbance.  Although  much  of  the  WSA  is  steep, 
this  road  would  be  constructed  on  gently  rolling  terrain 
and  it  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide  or  less)  with 
water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  to  minimize  erosion. 
The  existing  ways  leading  to  Sunset  City  Gulch  would  be 
used  to  reduce  the  amount  of  road  construction. 

The  total  of  up  to  4  miles  of  road,  which  would  be  constructed 
for  these  projects,  would  be  closed  to  the  public.  This  would 
avoid  safety  problems  with  logging  trucks  and  other  vehicles 
used  in  the  development  of  the  projects.  The  road  to  the 
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500-acre  pinon-juniper  project  would  also  be  closed  and 
revegetated  following  the  project.  The  roads  to  the 
catchments  would  be  closed  to  the  public;  however,  they 
would  be  used  for  maintenance  of  these  catchments. 

Aquatic 

The  management  objective  would  be  to  improve  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  so  that  portions  of  Grape  Creek  within 
the  WSA  would  be  capable  of  supporting  60  pounds  of 
game  fish  per  acre. 

Gabions  would  be  constructed  to  increase  game  fish  from 
approximately  10  to  about  60  pounds  per  acre  and  decrease 
nongame  fish  from  approximately  90  to  about  40  pounds 
per  acre.  This  aquatic  habitat  improvement  would  increase 
pool/riffle  ratio,  which  would  attract  game  fish.  Habitat 
attracting  nongame  fish  would  be  decreased.  These  projects 
would  be  located  approximately  200  yards  north  of  the 
junction  of  Bear  Gulch  and  Grape  Creek.  No  new  roads 
would  be  constructed. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  fishing,  and  back-country 
vehicle  travel  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  350  annual 
recreation  days.  In  addition  the  WSA  would  be  managed 
to  accommodate  increases  in  hunting  and  fishing  use 
projected  as  a  result  of  wildlife  habitat  management  actions 
described  in  this  chapter. 

Management  would  continue  for  the  existing  hiking, 
backpacking,  and  fishing.  All  the  fishing  and  approximately 
90  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  occur  along 
the  Grape  Creek  corridor.  Hunting  would  continue  to  be 
dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 

Existing  back-country  vehicle  use  would  continue  on  a 
number  of  dead-end  spurs  around  the  western  perimeter 
of  the  WSA.  There  are  no  developed  hiking  trails  nor  other 
recreation  facilities  presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are 
planned.  A  trail  for  back-country  vehicle  use  was  considered 
along  Grape  Creek,  but  it  is  no  longer  considered  appropriate 
because  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 

DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 


11,220 
11,220 


Mineral  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  management,  11,220  acres  within  this 
WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to 
all  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development 
of  beatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  1 56  claims 
totaling  3,120  acres  in  the  WSA.  These  claims  would  be 
subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy. 

As  a  result  of  existing  mining  claims  on  the  western  side 
of  Horseshoe  Mountain,  it  is  expected  that  one  mine  would 
be  developed  and  would  be  located  in  this  area,  as  in  the 
no  wilderness  alternative.  It  is  estimated  that  20  acres  of 
surface  disturbance  would  be  associated  with  the  develop- 
ment of  this  mine.  It  is  presumed  that  only  those  claims 
resulting  in  the  projected  mine  would  prove  valid;  therefore, 
no  further  exploration  would  occur. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  distribute  livestock  more 
effectively  and  maintain  the  present  level  of  231  AUMs. 

As  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative,  construction  of  two 
spring  developments  would  occur;  one  near  the  southern 
WSA  boundary  at  the  beginning  of  Goat  Park  Gulch  and 
the  second  near  the  western  WSA  boundary  close  to  the 
beginning  of  Sawmill  Gulch.  Both  springs  would  improve 
livestock  distribution  by  attracting  cattle  to  areas  where 
livestock  water  did  not  previously  exist.  Each  project  would 
involve  less  than  one-quarter  acre  of  surface  disturbance 
and  no  road  construction  since  they  would  be  in  accessible 
gulches  near  the  WSA  boundary. 

Thinning  of  1,160  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  identified  in 
the  no  wilderness  alternative  would  not  occur. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  designation,  timber  resources  would  not 
be  actively  managed  and  no  harvest  would  occur. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Terrestrial 

Wildlife  habitat  under  wilderness  protection  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  current  numbers  of  280  mule  deer, 
28  bighorn  sheep,  and  100  turkey.  Planned  construction 
of  three  water  catchments  and  harvest  of  500  acres  of  pinon 
and  juniper  as  described  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative 
would  not  occur.  Road  construction  for  implementation  of 
projects  would  be  unnecessary. 
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Aquatic 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  protect  the  existing 
aquatic  habitat  and  maintain  the  present  levels  of 
approximately  10  pounds/acre  of  game  fish  and  approx- 
imately 90  pounds/acre  of  nongame  fish  in  Grape  Creek. 

Gabions  identified  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative  would 
not  be  constructed. 

Recreation  Management 

This  WSA  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  existing 
recreation  uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  fishing,  and  hunting 
in  a  wilderness  setting.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not 
be  permitted. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
240  annual  recreation  days.  The  primary  recreation  uses 
would  be  hiking,  backpacking,  fishing,  and  hunting.  About 
90  percent  of  the  recreational  use  would  continue  to  occur 
along  Grape  Creek  except  for  hunting,  which  would  be 
dispersed  throughout  the  WSA.  There  are  no  developed 
trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities  presently  in  the  WSA 
and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  C 
DESIGNATION 


PARTIAL  WILDERNESS 


7,300 
3,920 


Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-5) 

Acres  not  recommended  for  designation 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        1 1,220 

The  two  boundary  adjustments  in  this  alternative  omit  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  past  mining  operations  and  eliminate 
much  of  the  resource  conflict  with  minerals. 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

The  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to  all  valid 
existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development  of 
beatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 


that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  90  mining 
claims  totaling  approximately  1 ,800  acres  within  this  portion 
of  the  WSA.  These  claims  would  be  subject  to  the  43  CFR 
3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness  Management  Policy. 

It  is  assumed  that  none  of  the  claims  in  this  portion  of 
the  WSA  would  prove  valid;  therefore,  no  further  exploration 
nor  development  would  occur.  Of  the  7,300  acres 
recommended  for  designation,  the  remaining  5,500  acres 
not  covered  by  mining  claims  would  be  closed  to  exploration 
and  development  actions. 

The  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  remain  open  for  exploration  and  development  of 
the  locatable  mineral  resources.  Currently  there  are  66  claims 
totaling  1,320  acres  within  this  portion  of  the  WSA.  There 
are  approximately  800  acres  with  moderate  potential  for 
discovery  and  development  of  base  and  precious  metals 
(copper,  lead,  silver). 

As  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative,  it  is  assumed  that  some 
mineral  exploration  and  possible  road  construction  would 
occur  around  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain  since 
this  is  the  primary  area  within  the  favorable  zone  where 
a  large  concentration  of  existing  claims  is  located.  Since 
the  terrain  is  rugged,  most  exploration  work  would  probably 
consist  of  transporting  small  portable  drilling  rigs  to  core 
drill  for  mineral  deposits.  This  type  of  exploration  may  take 
place  on  between  1  and  6  sites.  Each  drill  site  is  generally 
less  than  one-quarter  acre  in  size.  It  is  expected  that  a  total 
of  1  to  2  miles  of  road  construction  suitable  for  transportation 
of  portable  drill  rigs  to  these  sites  would  occur.  This 
construction  could  result  in  up  to  3  additional  acres  of  surface 
disturbance.  This  road  would  be  used  only  by  the  claimant 
during  exploration  and  then  closed  and  revegetated.  It  is 
assumed  that  the  same  mine  discussed  in  the  all  and  no 
wilderness  alternatives  would  also  be  subsequently  developed 
in  this  area.  It  is  estimated  that  20  acres  of  surface  disturbance 
would  be  associated  with  developing  a  mine. 

Mitigation  measures  for  the  road  construction  for  access 
to  the  mineral  exploration  sites  and  mine  site  are  the  same 
as  those  described  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative. 

The  following  chart  summarizes  mineral  resources  for  this 
alternative. 


Mineral  Potential 


Acres 


Low 


Moderate 


7,300  (recommended  suitable) 


6,100  acres  1,200  acres 


3,920  (recommended  unsuitable)  3,120  acres 


800  acres 


11,220  acres  (entire  WSA) 


9,220  acres  2,000  acres 


High 


Mining  Claims 


Mines 
Expected 


90  claims  (approximately  1 ,800  acres) 


66  claims  (approximately  1,320  acres) 


156  claims  (approximately  3,120  acres) 


None 
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wilderness  designation 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  improve  livestock 
distribution  on  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
and  increase  AUMs  on  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended. 

On  the  portion  recommended  for  wilderness,  the  spring 
developments  identified  in  the  all  and  no  wilderness 
alternatives  would  also  be  constructed  under  this  alternative. 
Construction  of  the  developments  would  be  near  the  southern 
WSA  boundary  at  the  beginning  of  Goat  Park  Gulch  and 
close  to  the  western  WSA  boundary  near  the  beginning 
of  Sawmill  Gulch.  These  are  expected  to  improve  livestock 
distribution  by  attracting  cattle  to  areas  where  livestock  water 
previously  did  not  exist. 

On  the  portion  not  recommended,  a  500-acre  pinon-juniper 
thinning  project  (compared  to  a  total  of  1,160  project  acres 
in  the  no  wilderness  alternative)  would  be  harvested  as  a 
timber  resource  project.  This  project  would  provide  more 
forage;  therefore,  an  increase  of  33  allocated  AUMs  is 
expected  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Harvest  of  1,410  operable  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  and 
286  operable  acres  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  would 
not  occur  on  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness. 

On  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  500  of  the  total  1,910  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  would  be  intensively  managed.  Harvest  of  1 1,500 
cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  on  the  500  acres  of  woodlands, 
compared  to  43,930  cords  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative, 
would  occur  in  locations  north  of  Horseshoe  Mountain;  along 
the  northern  WSA  boundary  near  Marsh  Gulch;  and 
southwest  of  Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch.  Harvest  of  this 
firewood  would  be  done  as  described  in  the  no  wilderness 
alternative. 

Also  on  the  portion  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  harvest 
of  2,935  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  103 
of  the  389  operable  acres,  compared  to  8,558  Mbf  in  the 
no  wilderness  alternative,  would  occur  in  locations  southwest 
of  Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch.  This  harvest  would  be  done 
using  the  two-stage  shelterwood  method,  which  includes 
mitigation  measures,  as  described  in  the  no  wilderness 
alternative. 

In  the  portion  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  road 
construction  would  take  place  as  described  in  the  no 
wilderness  alternative,  but  only  1.5  miles  of  road  would 
be  constructed  compared  to  4.5  miles  in  the  no  wilderness 
alternative.  This  road  would  be  closed  to  the  public  during 
the  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest  project  to  avoid  safety 
problems  with  logging  trucks  and  would  be  closed  and 
revegetated  following  completion  of  the  project. 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Terrestrial 


Management  objectives  on  the  7,300  acres  recommended 
for  wilderness  would  be  to  protect  existing  habitat  and 
maintain  present  populations  of  approximately  182  mule 
deer,  18  bighorn  sheep,  and  65  turkey.  Construction  of  the 
proposed  water  catchments  to  improve  wildlife  distribution 
would  not  occur. 

Management  objectives  for  the  3,920  acres  not  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  designation  would  be  to  improve 
wildlife  habitat  and,  therefore,  increase  mule  deer  and 
bighorn  sheep  populations.  As  in  the  no  wilderness 
alternative,  a  500-acre  pinon-juniper  clearcut  would  occur 
one-third  mile  east  of  Sunset  City  Gulch. 

Aquatic 

Management  objectives  in  this  alternative  would  be  the  same 
as  in  the  all  wilderness  alternative  since  all  the  aquatic  habitat 
is  in  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation. 
This  objective  would  be  to  protect  the  existing  aquatic  habitat 
and  maintain  the  existing  levels  of  approximately  10  pounds/ 
acre  of  game  fish  and  approximately  90  pounds/acre  of 
nongame  fish. 

Gabions  planned  for  increased  pool/riffle  ratio  in  the  no 
wilderness  alternative  would  not  be  constructed. 


Recreation  Management 


The  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  to  maintain  existing  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  and  fishing.  These  uses  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  and  no  back-country  vehicle 
use  would  occur. 

Recreation  use  in  the  portion  recommended  for  wilderness 
would  be  managed  for  approximately  232  annual  recreation 
days.  Approximately  95  percent  of  the  hiking  and 
backpacking  and  all  of  the  fishing  would  continue  to  occur 
along  the  Grape  Creek  corridor,  which  would  all  be 
designated  wilderness.  Hunting  would  continue  to  be 
predominantly  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA  and 
motorized  back-country  vehicle  travel  would  not  occur. 
There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities 
presently  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 

The  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  for  the  existing  recreation  uses  of  hiking, 
backpacking,  hunting,  and  back-country  vehicle  travel  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

The  portion  not  recommended  for  wilderness  would  continue 
to  be  managed  for  the  existing  use  of  33  annual  recreation 
days,  which  is  not  expected  to  change  as  a  result  of  recreation 
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management  actions.  Hiking  and  backpacking  would 
continue  at  existing  levels.  This  portion  of  the  WSA  would 
also  be  managed  to  accommodate  increases  in  hunting  use, 
which  are  projected  as  a  result  of  wildlife  habitat 
management  actions  described  in  this  chapter.  Back-country 
vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to  existing  ways  and  trails. 
Therefore,  this  use  would  continue  on  a  number  of  dead- 
end spurs  around  the  western  perimeter  of  the  WSA  since 
these  areas  would  not  be  designated  wilderness  under  this 
alternative. 

There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities 
presently  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


BEAVER  CREEK  (016) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  C  - 
PARTIAL  WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION— I 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-6)         20,750 

Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  5,400 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        26,150 

This  alternative  makes  boundary  adjustments,  which  omit 
three  narrow  extensions  to  facilitate  administration  of  the 
WSA  and  eliminate  a  resource  conflict  with  vehicle  oriented 
recreation  along  the  Phantom  Canyon  road. 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

The  20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to  all  valid 
existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development  of 
locatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  These  claims  would  be  subject 
to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy.  Since  there  are  currently  no  mining 
claims  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA  and  the  mineral  potential 
is  low,  neither  exploration  nor  development  is  expected. 

The  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  remain  open  for  exploration  and  development  of 
the  locatable  mineral  resources.  This  portion  of  the  WSA 
has  low  mineral  potential  and  currently  has  four  mining 
claims  totaling  approximately  80  acres.  No  exploration  nor 
development  is  expected. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Harvest  of  493  operable  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  and 
57  operable  acres  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  would 
not  occur  on  the  20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness. 


On  the  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  there 
are  no  operable  acres  of  woodlands.  However,  harvest  of 
3,560  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  120 
operable  acres  would  occur  west  of  East  Eightmile  Creek 
and  north  of  Little  Turkey  Creek  along  the  extreme 
northeastern  WSA  boundary.  This  compares  to  the  5,142 
Mbf  that  would  be  harvested  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative. 
This  120  acres  would  be  harvested  using  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method.  During  the  first  stage,  60  to  70  percent 
of  the  total  original  volume  would  be  removed;  during  the 
second  stage  (approximately  10  to  20  years  later),  the 
remaining  commercial  timber  would  be  harvested. 

Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method,  which  allows  some  trees  to  remain 
standing  to  disseminate  seeds  for  reforestation.  This  is  more 
visually  appealing  than  removing  all  the  trees  from  the  area 
at  one  time. 

In  the  portion  not  recommended,  it  is  estimated  that 
approximately  one-half  mile  of  primitive  road  construction 
would  be  necessary  for  timber  harvest.  This  would  be 
expected  to  result  in  less  than  1  acre  of  surface  disturbance. 
These  roads  would  be  closed  to  the  public  during  the 
sawtimber  harvest  project  to  avoid  safety  problems  with 
logging  trucks  and  would  be  closed  and  revegetated  following 
completion  of  the  project. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  would  be  managed  to  provide  for  current 
numbers  of  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey. 
No  wildlife  improvement  projects  are  planned  in  the  portion 
of  the  WSA  recommended  nor  the  portion  not  recommended 
for  wilderness  designation. 

Recreation  Management 

The  20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  to  maintain  existing  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  and  fishing.  These  uses  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  and  no  back-country  vehicle 
use  would  occur. 

Recreation  use  in  the  portion  recommended  for  wilderness 
would  total  approximately  800  annual  recreation  days. 
Approximately  95  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking 
would  continue  to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek, 
and  along  Beaver  Creek,  which  would  all  be  designated 
wilderness.  All  the  fishing  use  would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek. 
The  annual  hunting  use  would  continue  to  be  predominantly 
dispersed  throughout  the  WSA.  One  existing  trail  along 
Beaver  Creek  and  another  trail  between  Beaver  Creek  and 
Trail  Gulch  would  be  maintained  without  mechanized 
equipment.  No  other  trails  nor  recreation  facilities  are 
planned. 
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The  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  for  the  existing  recreation  uses  of  hiking, 
car  camping,  hunting,  and  back-country  vehicle  travel  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting.  Almost  all 
of  this  use  would  continue  to  occur  near  Phantom  Canyon 
road  along  the  western  boundary  where  heavy  recreational 
traffic  occurs.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  occur  only 
on  existing  ways  and  trails,  which  only  exist  adjacent  to 
the  Phantom  Canyon  road. 

The  portion  not  recommended  for  wilderness  would  continue 
to  be  managed  for  the  existing  use  of  1,200  annual  recreation 
days,  which  is  not  expected  to  change  as  a  result  of  recreation 
management  actions.  Hiking,  car  camping,  and  back-country 
vehicle  use  would  continue  at  existing  levels.  There  are  no 
developed  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities  presently  in 
this  portion  of  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-7) 
Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


26,150 
26,150 


Under  wilderness  management,  26,150  acres  within  this 
WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to 
all  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development 
of  locatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  four 
claims  in  the  WSA  totaling  approximately  80  acres.  These 
claims  would  be  subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  surface 
management  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness  Management 
Policy.  The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral 
potential  and  no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  designation,  timber  resources  would  not 
be  actively  managed  and  no  harvest  would  occur. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  under  wilderness  protection  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  current  numbers  of  650  mule  deer, 
50  bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey.  No  wildlife  improvement 
projects  are  planned. 

Recreation  Resource  Management 

This  WSA  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  existing 
recreation  uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  and  fishing 
in  a  wilderness  setting.  Current  back-country  vehicle  use 


and  car  camping  east  of  the  Phantom  Canyon  road  would 
not  be  permitted. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
800  annual  recreation  days.  The  primary  recreation  uses 
would  be  hiking,  backpacking,  fishing,  and  hunting. 
Approximately  90  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking 
would  continue  to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek, 
and  along  Beaver  Creek.  All  the  fishing  would  occur  in 
Beaver  Creek,  and  hunting  would  be  dispersed  throughout 
the  WSA.  There  is  one  trail  along  Beaver  Creek  and  another 
trail  between  Beaver  Creek  and  Trail  Gulch;  however,  no 
other  trails  nor  recreation  facilities  are  planned. 

ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        26,150 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

All  26,150  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  locatable  mineral 
resources. 

The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and 
no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  Currently  there 
are  four  mining  claims  in  the  WSA  totaling  approximately 
80  acres. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Intensive  sustained-yield  management  would  occur  on  the 
493  operable  acres  of  woodlands  and  177  operable  acres 
of  productive  forest  land  (PFL).  Intensive  management 
practices  would  consist  of  clearcutting,  selective  cutting,  and 
two-stage  shelterwood  harvest.  Timber  would  not  be 
harvested  on  the  remainder  of  the  WSA. 

The  12,882  cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  within  the  493 
operable  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  harvested  on  a 
sustained-yield  basis  in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  WSA 
along  the  southern  boundary.  Woodlands  would  be 
harvested  either  by  clearcutting  or  selective  cutting. 
Clearcutting  would  be  done  in  even-aged  stands.  Uneven- 
aged  stands  would  be  selectively  cut  (trees  over  a  certain 
diameter  would  be  removed  and  trees  less  than  a  certain 
diameter  would  be  left).  Clearcuts  generally  range  from  1 
to  10  acres  in  size;  the  average  area  would  be  3  to  4  acres 
and  would  usually  be  cut  in  an  irregular  pattern  to  be  less 
visually  obtrusive.  Harvest  of  firewood  is  projected  to  take 
place  once  every  5  to  10  years  and  include  a  total  of  70 
to  100  acres  each  time. 
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Harvest  of  5,142  Mbf  of  sawtimber  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  would  occur  in  locations  west  of  East  Eightmile 
Creek,  between  East  Eightmile  Creek  and  West  Beaver 
Creek,  and  north  of  Little  Turkey  Creek.  The  177  operable 
acres  of  PFL  would  be  harvested  using  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method,  which  includes  mitigation  measures 
as  described  in  Alternative  C  -  Partial  Wilderness — I. 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  up  to  2  miles  of  primitive 
road  would  be  necessary  for  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest 
and  would  be  expected  to  result  in  up  to  3  acres  of  surface 
disturbance. 

Logging  roads  would  be  constructed  on  the  less  rugged  areas 
and  would  avoid  side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than  35 
percent.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide) 
and  would  utilize  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  to 
minimize  erosion. 

The  total  2  miles  of  proposed  road  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest  to 
avoid  safety  problems  with  logging  trucks  and  would  be 
closed  and  reclaimed  following  completion  of  the  project. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  protect  present  wildlife 
habitat  and  maintain  present  populations  of  650  mule  deer, 
50  bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey.  No  wildlife  projects  are 
planned  in  this  WSA. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  car  camping,  hunting,  fishing,  and  back- 
country  vehicle  travel  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back- 
country  setting. 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  2,000  annual 
recreation  user  days.  Approximately  90  percent  of  the  hiking 
and  backpacking  would  continue  to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch, 
West  Mill  Creek,  and  along  Beaver  Creek.  Hunting  would 
continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA;  however, 
all  the  fishing  use  would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek. 

Existing  back-country  vehicle  use  would  continue  primarily 
in  connection  with  car  camping  near  the  western  boundary 
along  Phantom  Canyon.  One  existing  trail  along  Beaver 
Creek  and  another  trail  between  Beaver  Creek  and  Trail 
Gulch  would  be  maintained  without  mechanized  equipment. 
No  other  trails  nor  recreation  facilities  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  D  -  PARTIAL  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION— II 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-8)         17,000 

Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  9,150 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        26,150 

This  alternative  makes  boundary  adjustments,  which  omit 
three  narrow  extensions  to  facilitate  administration  of  the 
WSA.  Additionally,  4,000  acres  south  of  Holbert  drainage 
and  parallel  to  Phantom  Canyon  would  be  eliminated.  This 
would  eliminate  a  conflict  with  vehicle  oriented  recreation 
along  the  Phantom  Canyon  Road. 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

The  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to  all  valid 
existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development  of 
locatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  These  claims  would  be  subject 
to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy.  Since  there  are  currently  no  mining 
claims  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA  and  the  mineral  potential 
is  low,  neither  exploration  nor  development  is  expected. 

The  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  remain  open  for  exploration  and  development  of 
the  locatable  mineral  resources.  This  portion  of  the  WSA 
has  low  mineral  potential  and  currently  has  four  mining 
claims  totaling  approximately  80  acres.  No  exploration  nor 
development  is  expected. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Harvest  of  57  operable  acres  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  would  not  occur  on  the  17,000  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness. 

The  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  contain 
all  of  the  493  operable  acres  of  woodlands  within  the  WSA. 
Harvesting  of  12,882  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would 
occur  on  a  sustained-yield  basis  along  the  southern  WSA 
boundary  near  the  extreme  southwestern  part  of  the  WSA. 

Woodlands  would  be  harvested  either  by  clearcutting  or 
selective  cutting.  Clearcutting  would  be  done  in  even-aged 
stands.  Uneven-aged  stands  would  be  selectively  cut  (trees 
over  a  certain  diameter  would  be  removed  and  trees  less 
than  a  certain  diameter  would  be  left).  Clearcuts  generally 
range  from  1  to  10  acres  in  size;  the  average  area  would 
be  3  to  4  acres  and  would  usually  be  cut  in  an  irregular 
pattern  to  be  less  visually  obtrusive.  Harvest  of  firewood 
is  projected  to  take  place  once  every  5  to  10  years  and 
include  a  total  of  70  to  100  acres  each  time. 
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Also  on  the  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness, 
harvest  of  3,560  Mbf  of  sawtimber  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  on  120  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  occur 
in  locations  west  of  East  Eightmile  Creek  and  north  of  Little 
Turkey  Creek  along  the  extreme  northeastern  WSA 
boundary.  This  compares  to  5,142  Mbf  that  would  be 
harvested  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative.  Harvest  would 
occur  using  the  two-stage  shelterwood  method,  which 
includes  mitigation  measures  as  described  in  Alternative  C  - 
Partial  Wilderness  Designation  — I. 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  up  to  2  miles  of  primitive 
road  would  be  necessary  for  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest 
and  would  be  expected  to  result  in  up  to  3  acres  of  surface 
disturbance. 

Although  much  of  the  WSA  consists  of  steep  and  rugged 
terrain,  logging  roads  would  be  constructed  on  the  less  rugged 
areas  and  would  avoid  side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than 
35  percent.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet 
wide)  and  would  utilize  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts 
to  minimize  erosion. 

The  total  2  miles  of  proposed  road  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest  project 
to  avoid  safety  problems  with  logging  trucks  and  would 
be  closed  and  revegetated  following  completion  of  the 
project. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  would  be  managed  to  provide  for  current 
numbers  of  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey. 
No  wildlife  habitat  improvement  projects  are  planned  in 
the  portion  of  the  WSA  recommended  nor  the  portion  not 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation. 

Recreation  Management 

The  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  to  maintain  the  existing  recreation  uses  of  hiking, 
backpacking,  hunting,  and  fishing.  These  uses  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting  and  no  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
occur. 

Recreation  use  in  the  portion  recommended  for  wilderness 
would  total  approximately  800  annual  recreation  days. 
Approximately  95  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking 
would  continue  to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek, 
and  along  Beaver  Creek.  Of  these  800  annual  recreation 
days,  approximately  100  annual  hunter  days  would  continue 
to  be  dispersed  throughout  this  portion  of  the  WSA,  and 
all  the  fishing  would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek.  Back-country 
vehicle  travel  would  not  occur.  One  existing  trail  along 
Beaver  Creek  and  another  trail  between  Beaver  Creek  and 
Trail  Gulch  would  be  maintained  without  mechanized 


equipment.  No  other  trails  nor  recreation  facilities  are 
planned. 

The  9, 1 50  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  for  the  existing  recreation  uses  of  hiking, 
car  camping,  hunting,  and  back-country  vehicle  travel  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

Almost  all  of  this  use  would  continue  to  occur  near  Phantom 
Canyon  road  along  the  western  boundary  where  heavy 
recreational  traffic  occurs.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would 
occur  only  on  existing  ways  and  trails  adjacent  to  the 
Phantom  Canyon  road. 

The  portion  not  recommended  for  wilderness  would  continue 
to  be  managed  for  the  existing  use  of  1,200  annual  recreation 
days,  which  is  not  expected  to  change  as  a  result  of  recreation 
management  actions.  Hiking  and  car  camping  would 
continue  at  existing  levels.  There  are  no  developed  trails 
nor  other  recreation  facilities  presently  in  this  portion  of 
the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


UPPER  GRAPE  CREEK  (017) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-9)  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)         10,200 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

All  10,200  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  beatable  mineral 
resources. 

The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and 
no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  Currently  there 
are  31  mining  claims  in  the  WSA  totaling  approximately 
620  acres. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  provide  an  additional  60 
AUMs  of  forage  for  livestock  use. 

Thinning  900  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  is  planned  as  a 
livestock  grazing  project.  This  thinning  is  included  in  the 
922  operable  acres  that  are  planned  for  harvest  as  a  timber 
resource  project.  As  a  result  of  this  harvest,  AUMs  are 
expected  to  increase  from  800  to  860  with  the  increase 
being  allocated  to  livestock. 
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Timber  Resource  Management 

Intensive  sustained-yield  management  would  occur  on  the 
922  operable  acres  of  woodlands  and  1,003  acres  of 
productive  forest  land  (PFL).  Intensive  management 
practices  would  consist  of  clearcutting,  selective  cutting,  and 
two-stage  shelterwood  harvest.  Timber  would  not  be 
harvested  on  the  remainder  of  the  WSA. 

The  26,840  cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  within  the  922 
operable  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  harvested  on  a 
sustained-yield  basis  in  locations  between  Pierce  Gulch  and 
Western  Gulch.  Woodlands  would  be  harvested  either  by 
clearcutting  or  selective  cutting.  Clearcutting  would  be  done 
in  even-aged  stands.  Uneven-aged  stands  would  be  selectively 
cut  (trees  over  a  certain  diameter  would  be  removed  and 
trees  less  than  a  certain  diameter  would  be  left).  Clearcuts 
generally  range  from  1  to  10  acres  in  size;  the  average  area 
would  be  3  to  4  acres  and  would  usually  be  cut  in  an 
irregular  pattern  to  be  less  visually  obtrusive.  Harvest  of 
firewood  is  projected  to  take  place  once  every  5  to  10  years 
and  include  a  total  of  70  to  100  acres  each  time. 

Harvest  of  28,886  Mbf  of  sawtimber  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  would  occur  in  locations  between  Pierce  Gulch 
and  Western  Gulch.  The  1,003  operable  acres  of  PFL  would 
be  harvested  using  the  two-stage  shelterwood  method. 
During  the  first  stage,  60  to  70  percent  of  the  total  original 
volume  would  be  removed;  during  the  second  stage 
(approximately  10  to  20  years  later),  the  remaining 
commercial  timber  would  be  harvested. 

Mitigation  measures  are  included  in  the  two-stage 
shelterwood  method,  which  allows  some  trees  to  remain 
standing  to  disseminate  seeds  for  reforestation.  This  is  more 
visually  appealing  than  removing  all  the  trees  from  the  area 
at  one  time. 

It  is  estimated  that  construction  of  up  to  5  miles  of  primitive 
road  would  be  necessary  for  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest 
and  would  be  expected  to  result  in  up  to  7.5  acres  of  surface 
disturbance. 

Logging  roads  would  be  constructed  on  the  less  rugged  areas 
and  would  avoid  side  slopes  with  grades  greater  than  35 
percent.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard  (12  feet  wide) 
and  would  utilize  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts  to 
minimize  erosion. 

The  total  5  miles  of  proposed  road  would  be  closed  to 
the  public  during  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest  project 
to  avoid  safety  problems  with  logging  trucks  and  would 
be  closed  and  reclaimed  following  completion  of  the  project. 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Terrestrial 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  improve  wildlife  habitat 
and,  therefore,  increase  mule  deer  and  turkey  populations. 

Although  the  exact  locations  are  unknown,  it  is  expected 
that  three  water  catchments  would  be  constructed  in  the 
following  general  locations:  south  of  East  Pierce  Gulch,  west 
of  West  Mill  Gulch,  and  south  of  Hellgate  Gulch.  Catchments 
to  be  used  only  by  wildlife  would  improve  distribution  of 
mule  deer  and  turkey.  It  is  estimated  that  construction  of 
up  to  a  total  of  1.5  miles  of  primitive  road  on  gently  rolling 
terrain  would  be  necessary  for  transporting  material  and 
equipment  to  the  sites.  These  roads  would  be  low  standard 
(12  feet  wide  or  less)  and  water  bars,  rolling  dips,  and  culverts 
would  be  used  to  minimize  erosion.  This  would  result  in 
about  2.5  acres  of  surface  disturbance. 

Aquatic 

The  management  objective  would  be  to  improve  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  so  that  portions  of  Grape  Creek  within 
the  WSA  would  be  capable  of  supporting  60  pounds  of 
game  fish  per  acre. 

Gabions  would  be  constructed  to  increase  game  fish  from 
approximately  10  to  about  60  pounds  per  acre  and  decrease 
nongame  fish  from  approximately  90  to  about  40  pounds 
per  acre.  This  aquatic  habitat  improvement  would  increase 
pool/riffle  ratio,  which  would  attract  game  fish.  Habitat 
attracting  nongame  fish  would  be  decreased.  These  projects 
would  be  located  approximately  600  yards  south  of  the 
junction  of  Bear  Gulch  and  Grape  Creek.  No  new  roads 
would  be  constructed. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  fishing,  and  back-country 
vehicle  travel  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  275  annual 
recreation  days.  In  addition  the  WSA  would  be  managed 
to  accommodate  increases  in  hunting  and  fishing  use 
projected  as  a  result  of  wildlife  habitat  management  actions 
described  in  this  chapter. 

Management  would  continue  for  the  existing  hiking, 
backpacking,  and  fishing.  All  the  fishing  and  approximately 
90  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  occur  along 
the  Grape  Creek  corridor.  Hunting  would  continue  to  be 
dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 

Existing  back-country  vehicle  use  would  continue  in  some 
of  the  drainages  around  the  southwestern  perimeter  of  the 
WSA.   There  are  no  developed   hiking  trails   or  other 
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recreation  facilities  presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are 
planned.  A  trail  for  back-country  vehicle  use  was  considered 
along  Grape  Creek,  but  it  is  no  longer  considered  appropriate 
because  it  would  be  inconsistent  with,  the  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


10,200 
10,200 


Under  wilderness  management,  10,200  acres  within  this 
WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to 
all  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development 
of  beatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  3 1  claims 
in  the  WSA  totaling  620  acres.  These  claims  would  be 
subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy.  The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in 
mineral  potential  and  no  exploration  nor  development  is 
expected. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  to  distribute  livestock  more 
evenly  and  maintain  the  present  level  of  800  AUMs. 

Thinning  of  900  acres  of  pinon  and  juniper  identified  in 
the  no  wilderness  alternative  would  not  occur.  No  other 
livestock  grazing  projects  are  expected. 

Timber  Resource  Management 

Under  wilderness  designation,  timber  resources  would  not 
be  actively  managed  and  no  harvest  would  occur. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Terrestrial 

Wildlife  habitat  under  wilderness  protection  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  current  numbers  of  270  mule  deer 
and  75  turkey.  Planned  construction  of  three  water 
catchments  as  described  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative  to 
increase  wildlife  populations  would  not  occur  and  the 
associated  road  construction  would  be  unnecessary. 

Aquatic 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  protect  the  existing 
aquatic  habitat  and  maintain  the  present  levels  of 
approximately  10  pounds/acre  of  game  fish  and  approx- 
imately 90  pounds/acre  of  nongame  fish  in  Grape  Creek. 


Gabions  identified  in  the  no  wilderness  alternative  would 
not  be  constructed. 

Recreation  Management 

This  WSA  would  be  managed  to  maintain  the  existing 
recreation  uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  fishing,  and  hunting 
in  a  wilderness  setting.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not 
be  permitted. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
240  annual  recreation  days.  The  primary  recreation  uses 
would  be  hiking,  backpacking,  fishing,  and  hunting.  All  of 
the  fishing  and  about  90  percent  of  the  recreational  use 
would  continue  to  occur  along  Grape  Creek  except  for 
hunting,  which  would  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 
There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreation  facilities 
presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


SAND  CASTLE  (135) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-10)  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  1,644 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

All  1,644  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  locatable  mineral 
resources. 

The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and 
no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  Currently  there 
are  no  mining  claims  in  the  WSA. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

This  WSA  has  little  value  for  wildlife  and  no  projects  are 
planned. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  recreation  uses  of 
hiking  and  back-country  vehicle  travel  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  75  annual 
recreation  days  of  hiking  and  back-country  vehicle  use.  These 
uses  would  be  dispersed  throughout  the  three  parcels  adjacent 
to  the  western  boundary  of  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness 
area. 
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There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  recreation  facilities  in 
this  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


1,644 
1,644 


Under  wilderness  management,  1,644  acres  within  this  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to  all  valid 
existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development  of 
locatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  These  claims  would  be  subject 
to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy.  Currently  there  are  no  claims  in  the 
WSA.  The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential 
and  no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

This  WSA  has  little  value  for  wildlife  and  no  projects  are 
planned. 

Recreation  Management 

This  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  recreation 
use  of  hiking,  which  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 
Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not  be  permitted. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
5  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking.  This  use  would  be 
dispersed  throughout  the  three  parcels  adjacent  to  the  western 
boundary  of  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area. 

There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  recreation  facilities  in 
the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


SAN  LUIS  HILLS  (141) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-11)  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)         10,240 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


SAN  LUIS  HILLS  WSA 

The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in  mineral  potential  and 
no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  Currently  there 
are  67  mining  claims  in  the  WSA  totaling  approximately 
1,340  acres. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Management  objectives  would  be  to  protect  present  wildlife 
habitat  and  maintain  present  populations  of  150  mule  deer 
and  85  antelope. 

No  wildlife  projects  are  planned  in  this  WSA. 
Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  hunting,  and  back-country  vehicle 
travel  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 
The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  350  annual 
recreation  user  days. 

Management  would  continue  for  the  existing  hiking  and 
backpacking,  with  approximately  75  percent  of  this  use 
occurring  in  John  James  Canyon  and  the  higher  elevations 
of  the  WSA.  Hunting  would  continue  to  be  dispersed 
throughout  the  WSA. 

Existing  back-country  vehicle  use  totaling  165  annual 
recreation  days  would  continue  along  existing  ways  and 
trails  in  John  James  Canyon,  along  the  western  WSA 
boundary,  and  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  WSA. 
There  are  no  developed  hiking  trails  nor  other  recreation 
facilities  presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Mineral  Resource  Management 


10,240 
10,240 


Under  wilderness  management,  10,240  acres  within  this 
WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to 
all  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development 
of  locatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  Currently  there  are  67  claims 
in  the  WSA  totaling  1,340  acres.  These  claims  would  be 
subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy.  The  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  in 
mineral  potential  and  no  exploration  nor  development  is 
expected. 


All  10,240  acres  within  this  WSA  would  be  open  for 
exploration  and  development  of  the  locatable  mineral 
resources. 


2-27 


R  11  E 


N 


3  MILES 


2-28 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  under  wilderness  designation  would  be 
managed  to  provide  for  current  numbers  of  150  mule  deer 
and  85  antelope.  No  wildlife  improvement  projects  are 
planned. 

Recreation  Management 

The  WSA  would  be  managed  for  the  existing  recreation 
uses  of  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting  in  a  wilderness 
setting.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  not  be  permitted. 

Recreation  use  under  wilderness  management  would  total 
160  annual  recreation  days.  Approximately  75  percent  of 
the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue  to  occur  in 
John  James  Canyon  and  the  higher  elevations  of  the  WSA. 
Hunting  would  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the 
WSA.  There  are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreation 
facilities  presently  in  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 


ALTERNATIVE  C 
DESIGNATION 


PARTIAL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  2-12)         7,440 

Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  2,800 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)         10,240 

This  alternative  makes  two  boundary  changes  that  would 
facilitate  administration  and  also  eliminate  a  portion  of  the 
WSA  where  public  comment  has  indicated  an  interest  in 
minerals. 

Mineral  Resource  Management 

The  7,440  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  subject  to  all  valid 
existing  rights.  Exploration  for  and  the  development  of 
beatable  minerals  would  be  allowed  only  on  those  claims 
that  prove  valid  existing  rights.  This  portion  of  the  WSA 
currently  has  nine  mining  claims  totaling  180  acres.  These 
claims  would  be  subject  to  the  43  CFR  3809  regulations 
and  BLM  Wilderness  Management  Policy.  Since  the  mineral 
potential  is  low,  neither  exploration  nor  development  is 
expected. 

The  2,800  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  remain  open  for  exploration  and  development  of 
the  locatable  mineral  resources.  Currently  there  are  58 
mining  claims  totaling  approximately  1,160  acres.  Although 
interest  has  been  shown  by  the  public  in  this  portion  of 
the  WSA,  it  is  considered  to  have  low  mineral  potential 
and  no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected. 


SAN  LUIS  HILLS  WSA 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Wildlife  habitat  would  be  managed  to  provide  for  current 
numbers  of  150  mule  deer  and  85  antelope.  No  wildlife 
habitat  improvement  projects  are  planned  in  the  portion 
of  the  WSA  recommended  nor  the  portion  not  recommended 
for  wilderness  designation. 

Recreation  Management 

The  7,440  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  to  maintain  existing  recreation  uses  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting.  These  uses  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting  and  no  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
occur. 

Recreation  use  in  the  portion  recommended  for  wilderness 
would  total  approximately  120  annual  recreation  days.  The 
30  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking  and  backpacking  would 
continue  to  occur  in  John  James  Canyon  and  the  higher 
elevations  of  the  WSA.  The  90  annual  hunter  days  would 
continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  this  portion  of  the  WSA 
and  back-country  vehicle  travel  would  not  occur.  There 
are  no  developed  trails  nor  other  recreational  facilities 
presently  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA  and  none  are  planned. 

The  2,800  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  managed  for  the  existing  recreation  uses  of  hiking, 
backpacking,  camping,  hunting,  and  back-country  vehicle 
travel  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

The  portion  not  recommended  for  wilderness  would  continue 
to  be  managed  for  the  existing  use  of  approximately  75 
annual  recreation  days,  which  is  not  expected  to  change 
as  a  result  of  recreation  management  actions.  Hiking, 
camping,  and  backpacking  would  continue  at  existing  levels. 
This  portion  of  the  WSA  would  also  be  managed  for  existing 
hunting  use.  Back-country  vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to 
existing  ways  and  trails.  Therefore,  this  use  is  expected  to 
continue  primarily  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  WSA, 
which  is  not  recommended.  There  are  no  developed  trails 
nor  other  recreation  facilities  presently  in  the  WSA  and 
none  are  planned. 


COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 


The  following  table  (Table  2-2)  compares  the  impacts  of 
each  resource  by  alternative  for  each  wilderness  study  area. 
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TABLE  2-2 

COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 

BROWNS  CANYON  MSA  (002) 


RESOURCE 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


—   Timber  Production 


Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on 
the  entire  WSA  and  given  long-term 
protection. 


The  entire  6,614  acres  would  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry  and  exploration  with 
the  exception  of  up  to  approximately  180 
acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  nine 
existing  mining  claims.   There  would  be 
no  significant  impacts  because  of  low 
development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Wilderness  designation  would  preclude 
harvest  of  100,682  cords  of  firewood 
and  1,976  Mbf  of  sawtimber.   This  repre- 
sents about  2  percent  of  the  firewood  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
total  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 


Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Of  the  6,614  acres  not  recommended  for  designation, 
wilderness  values  would  be  lost  for  the  long  term 
on  approximately  4,000  acres  and  for  the  short  term 
on  an  additional  200  acres.   Although  long-term 
protection  would  not  be  provided  under  this  alter- 
native, the  remaining  2,414  acres  would  probably 
remain  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and 
retain  their  wilderness  values. 

The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral  entry; 
however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected. 
There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of 
low  development  potential  for  all  minerals. 


About  100,682  cords  of  firewood  and  1,976  Mbf 
of  sawtimber  in  this  WSA  would  be  produced. 
This  represents  about  2  percent  of  the  firewood 
and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land. 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 


Recreation  Use 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and 
current  populations  of  approximately  160 
mule  deer  and  135  bighorn  sheep  would 
be  unchanged. 


The  existing  25  annual  recreation  days 
would  be  maintained  and  would  occur  in 
a  wilderness  setting. 


Wildlife  populations  would  increase  by  20  mule 
deer  and  5  bighorn  sheep.   This  would  be  a  13  per- 
cent increase  of  mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and  substan- 
tially less  than  1  percent  in  the  RGRA.   Bighorn 
sheep  would  increase  by  4  percent  in  the  WSA  and  2 
percent  in  the  RGRA. 

The  existing  25  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back- 
country  setting.   About  12  annual  recreation 
days  would  shift  to  the  portion  of  the  WSA 
south  of  Spring  Gulch. 
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TABLE  2-2 

COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 

McINTYRE  HILLS  WSA  (013) 


RESOURCE 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


Forage  Production 
and  Livestock 
Management 

Timber  Production 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Of  the  16,800  acres  not  recommended 
for  designation,  wilderness  values 
would  be  lost  for  the  long  term 
on  approximately  1,800  acres  and  for 
the  short  term  on  an  additional  900 
acres.   Although  long-term  protection 
would  not  be  provided  under  this 
alternative,  the  remaining  14,100 
acres  would  probably  remain  undisturbed 
in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain 
their  wilderness  values. 

The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to 
mineral  entry;  however,  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected.   There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 


Range  improvement  projects  would 
result  in  an  additional  80  allocated 
AUMs,  which  is  an  11  percent  increase. 

About  35,105  cords  of  firewood  and 
6,977  Mbf  of  sawtimber  in  this  WSA 
would  be  produced.   This  represents 
about  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 


Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved 
on  the  entire  WSA  and  given  long-term 
protection. 


The  entire  16,800  aces  would  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry  and  exploration  with 
the  exception  of  up  to  approximately  500 
acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  25 
existing  mining  claims.   There  would  be 
no  significant  impacts  because  of  the 
low  development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

The  current  700  AUMs  would  be  maintained. 


Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  harvest 
of  35,105  cords  of  firewood  and  6,977  Mbf  of 
sawtimber.   This  represents  about  1  percent  of 
the  firewood  and  substantially  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 


CCDO/FEIS/2.2/09-21-87-0062W 


Continuation  -  Mclntyre  Hills 


RESOURCE 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 


Recreation  Use 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Wildlife  habitat  would  improve  and 
populations  would  increase  by  90 
mule  deer,  15  bighorn  sheep,  and  25 
turkey.   This  would  be  a  23  percent  in- 
crease of  mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and  1  per- 
cent in  the  RGRA.   Bighorn  sheep  would 
increase  by  30  percent  in  the  WSA  and  5 
percent  in  the  RGRA  and  turkey  would  in- 
crease by  25  percent  in  the  WSA  and  2  per- 
cent in  the  RGRA. 

An  additional  annual  10  recreation  days, 
which  is  a  10  percent  increase,  would  be 
expected.   All  recreation  use  would  occur 
in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and 
current  populations  of  approximately  400 
mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  and  100  turkey 
would  be  unchanged. 


Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use 
would  result  in  a  decrease  of  65  annual 
recreation  days,  which  is  a  reduction  of  62 
percent  of  existing  use.   All  recreation 
use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


TABLE  2-2 

COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 

LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  WSA  (014) 


CCDO/FEIS/2 . 2/09-21-87 /0061W 


RESOURCE 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Alternative  C  -  Partial 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


Forage  Production 
and  Livestock 
Management 


Of  the  11,220  acres  not  recommended 
for  designation,  wilderness  values 
would  be  lost  for  the  long  terra  on 
approximately  2,800  acres  and  the 
short  term  on  an  additional  2,000 
acres.     Although  long-term  protec- 
tion would  not  be  provided  under 
this  alternative,   the  remaining  6,420 
acres  would  probably  remain  undis- 
turbed in  the  foreseeable  future 
and  retain  their  wilderness  values. 

The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to 
mineral  entry.     Production  of  an 
unknown  amount  of  silver  and  the 
associated  by-products  of  copper  and 
lead  is  projected  from  one  small  mine 
on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain. 


Range  improvement  projects  would 
result  in  an  additional  60  allocated 
AUMs,  which  is  a  26  percent  increase. 
Also  livestock  distribution  would  be 
expected  to  improve. 


Of  tlie  11,220  acres  recommended 
for  designation,  wilderness  values 
would  be  preserved  on  10,200  acres 
and  given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  projected 
to  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on 
approximately  20  acres  and  the 
short  term  on  an  additional 
1,000  acres. 


The  entire  11,220  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  and  exploration  with  the 
exception  of  up  to  approximately 
3,120  acres  dependent  on  the  validity 
of  156  existing  mining  claims. 
Production  of  an  unknown  amount 
of  silver  and  the  associated  by- 
products of  copper  and  lead  is 
projected  from  one  small  mine  on 
die  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain. 

The  current  231  AUMs  would  be  main- 
tained and  livestock  distribution 
would  improve. 


Of  the  total  11,220  acres  in  this  WSA, 
7,300  acres  would  be  designated  wilder- 
ness and  given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  expected  to  be  lost 
for  the  long  term  on  approximately  1,200 
acres  and  for  the  short  term  on  an 
additional  1,500  acres.     Although  no  long- 
term  protection  would  be  provided,  wilder- 
ness values  are  expected  to  remain 
undisturbed  on  an  additional  1,220  acres 
In  die  portion  recommended  nonsui table. 

The  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  subject  to  proven  valid  existing 
rights.     Exploration  and  development  could 
continue  on  the  remaining  3,920  acres  of 
land  not  recommended  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation.    Production  of  an  unknown  amount  of 
silver  and  the  associated  by-products  of 
copper  and  lead  is  projected  from  the  same 
small  mine  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain,  as  in  the  no  wilderness  and  all 
wilderness  alternatives. 

Pange  improvement  projects  would  result  in 
an  additional  33  allocated  AUMs,  which  is  a 
14  percent  increase,  and  livestock  distri- 
bution would  improve. 


CCDO/FEIS/2 . 2/09-21-87/0061W 


Continuation  -  Lover  Grape  Creek 


RESOURCE 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Timber  Production 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 

Terrestrial 


Aquatic 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Recreation  Use 


About  51,930  cords  of  firewood  and 
8,558  Mbf  of  sawtimber  in  this  WSA 
would  be  produced.     This  represents 
about  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  sub- 
stantially less  than  1  percent  of  the 
sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land. 


Wildlife  habitat  and  species  distribu- 
tion would  improve  and  populations 
would  increase  by  120  mule  deer,   10  big- 
horn sheep,  and  40  turkey.     This  would  be 
a  43  percent  increase  of  mule  deer  in  the 
WSA  and  2  percent  in  the  RGRA.     Bighorn 
slieep  would  increase  by  36  percent  in  the 
WSA  and  3  percent  in  the  RGRA  and  turkey 
would  increase  by  40  percent  in  the  WSA 
and  3  percent  in  the  RGRA. 


Existing  riparian  habitat  along  Grape 
Creek  would  improve  and  game  fish  in 
Grape  Creek  would  increase  by  500  percent 
or  50  pounds  per  acre  and  nongame  fish  would 
decrease  by  56  percent  or  50  pounds  per 
acre. 


An  additional  annual  35  recreation  days, 
which  is  a  10  percent  increase,   is  expect- 
ed.    All  recreation  use  would  occur  in  a 
predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 


Wilderness  designation  would 
preclude  harvest  of  51,930  cords 
of  firewood  and  8,558  Mbf  of  saw- 
timber.     This  represents  about 
1  percent  of  the  firewood  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land. 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protect- 
ed and  current  populations  of 
approximately  280  mule  deer,  28 
bighorn  sheep,  and  100  turkey 
would  be  unchanged. 


Existing  riparian  habitat  would 
be  protected  and  current  game  fish 
populations  in  Grape  Creek  of 
approximately  10  pounds  per  acre 
and  nongame  fish  populations  of 
approximately  90  pounds  per  acre 
would  be  maintained. 

Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle 
use  would  result  in  a  decrease  of 
110  annual  recreation  days,  which 
is  a  reduction  of  31  percent. 
All  recreation  use  would  occur  in 
a  wilderness  setting. 


Alternative  C  -  Partial 


About  19,500  cords  of  the  total  51,930 
cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  and  2,935 
Mbf  of  the  total  8,558  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
would  be  produced.     This  represents 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land. 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  on 
7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
and  would  be  improved  on  portions  of  the 
remaining  3,920  acres  not  recommended. 
Increases  in  wildlife  populations  of 
105  mule  deer  and  5  bighorn  sheep  would 
occur.     This  would  be  a  38  percent 
increase  of  mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and  1 
percent  in  the  RGRA.     Bighorn  sheep  would 
increase  by  18  percent  in  the  WSA  and  2 
percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Existing  riparian  habitat  would  be  protected 
and  current  game  fish  populations  of  approx- 
imately 10  pounds  per  acre  and  nongame  fish 
populations  of  approximately  90  pounds  per 
acre  in  Grape  Creek  would  be  maintained. 


Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use, 
in  the  portion  recommended,  would  result 
in  a  decrease  of  80  annual  recreation  days, 
which  is  a  reduction  of  23  percent  from 
existing  use.     Recreation  use  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting  on  the  7,300  acres 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation  and 
in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting  on  the  remaining  3,920  acres  not 
recommended . 


CCDO/FEIS/TABLE  2-2/10-16-87/0067W 


TABLE  2-2 
COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 
BEAVER  CREEK  WSA  (016) 


RESOURCE 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  C  -  Partial 
Wilderness — I 


Alternative  A 
All  Wilderness 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


Of  the  total  26,150  acres  in 
this  WSA,  20,750  acres  would 
he  designated  wilderness  and 
given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  expected 
to  be  lost  for  the  long  term 
on  approximately  120  acres  and 
for  the  short  term  on  an  addi- 
tional 200  acres.     Although  no 
long-term  protection  would  be 
provided,  wilderness  values  are 
expected  to  remain  undisturbed  on 
an  additional  5,080  acres  in  the 
portion  recommended  nonsuitable. 


The  20,750  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  sub- 
ject to  proven  valid  existing 
rights.     Exploration  and  develop- 
ment could  continue  on  the  re- 
maining 5,400  acres  not  recommend- 
ed for  wilderness  designation. 
Mineral  exploration  or  development 
is  not  expected  in  either  portion 
of  this  WSA.     There  would  be  no 
significant  impacts  because  of  the 
low  development  potential  for  all 
minerals. 


Wilderness  values  would  be 
preserved  on  the  entire  WSA 
and  given  long-term  protection. 


The  entire  26,150  acres  in  the 
WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration 
with  the  exception  of  up  to 
approximately  80  acres  dependent 
on  the  validity  of  four  existing 
mining  claims.     There  would  be 
no  significant  impacts  because 
of  the  low  development  potential 
for  all  minerals. 


Alternative  B 
No  Wilderness 


Alternative  D  -  Partial 
Wilderness — II 


Of  the  26,150  acres  not 
recommended  for  designa- 
tion, wilderness  values 
would  be  lost  for  the  long 
term  on  approximately  670 
acres  and  the  short  term  on 
an  additional  400  acres. 
Although  long-term  protec- 
tion would  not  be  provided 
under  this  alternative, 
the  remaining  25,080  acres 
would  probably  remain  undis- 
turbed in  the  foreseeable 
future  and  retain  their 
wilderness  values. 

The  entire  WSA  would  remain 
open  to  mineral  entry;  how- 
ever, exploration  or  develop- 
ment is  not  expected.     There 
would  be  no  significant 
impacts  because  of  low 
development  potential  for 
all  minerals. 


Of  the  total  26,150  acres  in 
this  WSA,  17,000  acres  would 
be  designated  wilderness  and 
given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  expected 
to  be  lost  for  the  long  term 
on  610  acres  and  for  the  short 
term  on  an  additional  350 
acres.     Although  no  long- 
term  protection  would  be 
provided,  wilderness  values 
are  expected  to  remain  undis- 
turbed on  an  additional  8,190 
acres  in  the  portion  recom- 
mended nonsuitable. 

The  17,000  acres  recommended 
for  wilderness  designation 
would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  subject  to 
proven  valid  existing  rights. 
Exploration  and  development 
could  continue  on  the  remain- 
ing 9,150  acres  not  recommend- 
ed for  wilderness  designation. 
Mineral  exploration  or  devel- 
opment is  not  expected  in 
either  portion  of  this  WSA. 
There  would  be  no  significant 
impacts  because  of  the  low 
development  potential  for  all 
minerals. 


Continuation  -  Beaver  Creek 


RESOURCE 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  C  -  Partial 
Wilderness — I 


Alternative  A 
All  Wilderness 


Alternative  B 
No  Wilderness 


CCDO/FEIS/TABLE  2-2/10-16-87/0067W 


Alternative  D  -  Partial 
Wilderness — II 


Timber  Production 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 


Recreation  Use 


Wilderness  designation  would  pre- 
clude harvest  of  12,882  cords  of 
firewood;  however,  3,560  Mbf  of 
the  total  5,142  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
would  be  produced.     This  represents 
substantially  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land. 


Existing  wildlife  habitat  would 
be  maintained  on  both  the  20,750 
acres  recommended  and  the  5,400 
acres  not  recommended  for  wilder- 
ness designation.     Wildlife 
populations  would  remain  at  650 
mule  deer,   50  bighorn  sheep,  and 
225  turkey. 


The  existing  2,000  annual  recre- 
ation days  would  be  maintained. 
Recreation  use  would  occur  in  a 
wilderness  setting  on  the  20,750 
acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  and  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting  on 
the  remaining  5,400  acres  not 
recommended. 


Wilderness  designation  would 
preclude  harvest  of  12,882  cords 
of  firewood  and  5,142  Mbf  of 
sawtimber.     This  represents 
substantially  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land. 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protect- 
ed and  current  populations  of 
approximately  650  mule  deer,  50 
bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey 
would  be  unchanged. 


Elimination  of  back-country 
vehicle  use  would  result  in 
a  decrease  of  1,200  annual 
recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  60  percent  of 
existing  use.     All  recreation 
use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness 
setting. 


About  12,882  cords  of  firewood 
and  5,142  Mbf  of  sawtimber  in 
this  WSA  would  be  produced. 
This  represents  substantially 
less  than  1  percent  of  the 
firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land. 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be 
maintained  and  current  popu- 
lations of  approximately  650 
mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep, 
and  225  turkey  would  be 
unchanged . 


The  existing  2,000  annual 
recreation  days  would  be 
maintained.     All  recreation 
use  would  occur  in  a  pre- 
dominantly primitive  back- 
country  setting. 


All  of  the  total  12,882  cords 
of  firewood  in  the  WSA  and 
3,560  Mbf  of  the  total  5,142 
Mbf  of  sawtimber  would  be 
produced.     This  represents 
substantially  less  than  1 
percent  of  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land. 

Existing  wildlife  habitat 
would  be  maintained  on  both 
the  17,000  acres  recommended 
and  the  9,150  acres  not 
recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.     Therefore, 
wilderness  populations  would 
remain  at  650  mule  deer,  50 
bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey. 

The  existing  2,000  annual  rec- 
reation days  would  be  main- 
tained.    Recreation  use 
would  occur  in  a  wilderness 
setting  on  the  17,000  acres 
recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  and  in  a  pre- 
dominantly primitive  back- 
country  setting  on  the  re- 
maining 9,150  acres  not 
recommended. 


CCDO/FEIS/TABLE  2-2/10-16-87/0065W 


TABLE  2-2 

COMPARISON   OF    IMPACTS 

UPPER   GRAPE   CREEK  WSA    (017) 


RESOURCE 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


Forage  Production 
and  Livestock 
Management 

Timber  Production 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Of  the  10,200  acres  not  recommended  for 
designation,  wilderness  values  would 
be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  approxi- 
mately 1,930  acres  and  the  short  term 
on  an  additional  615  acres.   Although 
long-term  protection  would  not  be 
provided  under  this  alternative,  the 
remaining  7,655  acres  would  probably 
remain  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable 
future  and  retain  their  wilderness 
values. 

The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to 
mineral  entry;  however,  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected. 
There  would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development  poten- 
tial for  all  minerals. 


Range  improvement  projects  would 
result  in  an  additional  60  allocated 
AUMs,  which  is  an  8  percent  increase. 

About  26,840  cords  of  firewood  and 
28,886  Mbf  of  sawtimber  in  this  WSA 
would  be  produced.   This  represents 
about  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 


Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved 
on  the  entire  WSA  and  given  long-term 
protection. 


The  entire  10,200  aces  would  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry  and  exploration  with 
the  exception  of  up  to  approximately  620 
acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  31 
existing  mining  claims.   There  would  be 
no  significant  impacts  because  of  low 
development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

The  current  800  AUMs  would  be  maintained. 


Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  the 
harvest  of  26,840  cords  of  firewood  and  28,886 
Mbf  of  sawtimber.   This  represents  about  1 
percent  of  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 


CCDO/FEIS/TABLE  2-2/10-16-87 /0065W 


Continuation  -  Upper  Grape  Creek 
RESOURCE 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 

Terrestrial 


Aquatic 


Recreation  Use 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Wildlife  habitat  and  species  distribution 
would  improve  and  wildlife  populations 
would  increase  by  100  mule  deer  and 
100  turkey.   This  would  be  a  37  percent 
increase  of  mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and  1 
percent  in  the  RGRA.   Turkey  would  in- 
crease by  133  percent  in  the  WSA  and  8 
percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Existing  riparian  habitat  along  Grape  Creek 
would  improve  and  game  fish  in  Grape  Creek 
would  increase  by  500  percent  or  50  pounds 
per  acre  and  nongame  fish  would  decrease 
by  56  percent  or  50  pounds  per  acre. 


An  additional  annual  60  recreation  days, 
which  is  a  22  percent  increase,  are  expected, 
All  recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  pre- 
dominantly primitive  back-country  setting. 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and 
current  populations  of  approximately  270 
mule  deer  and  75  turkey  would  be  unchanged. 


Existing  riparian  habitat  would  be  pro- 
tected and  current  game  fish  populations 
in  Grape  Creek  of  approximately  10  pounds 
per  acre  and  nongame  fish  populations  of 
approximately  90  pounds  per  acre  would  be 
maintained . 

Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use 
would  result  in  a  decrease  of  35  annual 
recreation  days,  which  is  a  reduction  of 
13  percent  of  existing  use.   All  recreation 
use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


CCDO/FEIS/TABLE  2-2/09-21-87/0069W 


TABLE  2-2 
COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 
SAND  CASTLE  WSA  (135) 


RESOURCE 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


£ 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 


Recreation  Use 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Although  long-term  protection  would 
not  be  provided  under  this  alterna- 
tive, the  entire  1,644  acres  would 
probably  remain  undisturbed  in  the 
foreseeable  future  and  retain  their 
wilderness  values. 

The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to 
mineral  entry;  however,  exploration  or 
development  is  not  expected.   There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development  poten- 
tial for  all  minerals. 


The  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
maintained;  however,  there  would 
continue  to  be  no  significant  numbers 
of  wildlife  in  the  WSA. 

The  existing  75  annual  recreation  days 
would  be  maintained.   All  recreation  use 
would  occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive 
back-country  setting. 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 

Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the 
entire  WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 


The  entire  1,644  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  excep- 
tion of  proven  valid  existing  rights.   Mineral 
exploration  or  development  is  not  expected. 
There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because 
of  the  low  development  potential  for  all 
minerals. 

The  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be 
protected;  however,  there  would  continue 
to  be  no  significant  numbers  of  wildlife  in 
the  WSA. 

Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use 
would  result  in  a  decrease  of  70  annual 
recreation  days,  which  is  a  reduction  of 
93  percent  of  existing  use.   All  recreation 
use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 
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TABLE  2-2 

COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 

SAN  LUIS  HILLS  WSA  (141) 


RESOURCE 


Wilderness  Values 


Locatable  Mineral 
Exploration  and 
Development 


Wildlife  Habitat 
and  Population 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 


Alternative  C  -  Partial  Wilderness 


Although  long-term  protection  would 
not  be  provided  under  this  alterna- 
tive, the  entire  10,240  acres  would 
probably  remain  undisturbed  in  the 
foreseeable  future  and  retain  their 
wilderness  values. 


The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to 
mineral  entry;  however,  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected. 
There  would  be  no  significant 
impacts  because  of  the  low  develop- 
ment potential  for  all  minerals. 


The  existing  wildlife  habitat  would 
be  maintained  and  current  populations 
of  approximately  150  mule  deer  and  85 
antelope  would  be  unchanged. 


Wilderness    values  would  be  pre- 
served on  the  entire  WSA  and  given 
long-term  protection. 


The  entire  10,240  acres  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
exploration  with  the  exception  of 
up  to  approximately  1,340  acres 
dependent  on  the  validity  of  67 
existing  mining  claims.     There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 


Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected 
and  current  populations  of  approxi- 
mately 150  mule  deer  and  85  antelope 
would  be  unchanged. 


Of  the  total  10,240  acres  in  this 
WSA,  7,440  would  be  designated  wil- 
derness and  given  long-term  protec- 
tion.    Although  long-term  protection 
would  not  be  provided  under  this 
alternative,  wilderness  values 
would  be  expected  to  remain  undis- 
turbed in  the  foreseeable  future  on 
the  remaining  2,800  acres. 

The  7,440  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  sub- 
ject to  proven  valid  existing 
rights.     Exploration  and  devel- 
opment could  continue  on  the 
remaining  2,800  acres  not  rec- 
ommended for  wilderness  designa- 
tion.   Mineral  exploration  or 
development  is  not  expected  in 
either  portion  of  this  WSA. 
There  would  be  no  significant 
impacts  because  of  the  low 
development  potential  for  all 
minerals . 

Existing  wildlife  habitat  would 
be  maintained  on  both  the  7,440 
acres  recommended  and  the  2,800 
acres  not  recommended  for  wilder- 
ness designation.     Therefore,  wild- 
life populations  would  remain  at 
150  mule  deer  and  85  antelope. 


CCDO/FEIS/TABLE  2-2/10-16-87/0068; 


Continuation  -  San  Luis  Hills 


RESOURCE 


PROPOSED  ACTION 
Alternative  B  -  No  Wilderness 


Recreation  Use  The  existing  350  annual  recreation 

days  would  be  maintained.     All  recre- 
ation use  would  occur  in  a  predomi- 
nantly primitive  back-country  setting. 


Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 

Elimination  of  back-country 
vehicle  use  would  result  in  a 
decrease  of  190  annual  recrea- 
tion days,  which  Is  a  reduction 
of  54  percent  of  existing 
use.     All  recreation  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


Alternative  C  -  Partial  Wilderness 


Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle 
use  would  result  in  a  decrease  of 
155  annual  recreation  days,  which 
is  a  44  percent  decrease  from  exist- 
ing use  in  the  entire  VISA.     Recrea- 
tion use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness 
setting  on  the  7,440  acres  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  designation  and 
in  a  predominantly  primitive  back- 
country  setting  on  the  remaining 
2,800  acres  not  recommended. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This  chapter  briefly  describes,  by  wilderness  study  area 
(WSA),  those  resources  that  were  identified  as  issues  in 
Chapter  1.  Where  impacts  to  certain  resources  were  not 
identified  as  issues  in  Chapter  1,  descriptions  are  omitted. 
The  affected  environment  will  be  described  in  two 
sections:  l)general  description  of  the  affected  environment 
and  2)  unit-by-unit  description  of  the  environment  (all 
resources  identified  as  issues  in  Chapter  1  are  described 
in  each  WSA). 


GENERAL  DESCRIPTION 


Wilderness  Resources:  The  majority  of  the  existing 
wilderness  areas  located  in  the  contiguous  United  States 
is  found  within  the  mountainous  portions  of  the  western 
United  States.  As  identified  by  the  Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystem 
map  of  ecoregions  in  the  United  States,  the  wilderness  areas 
are  primarily  located  in  the  Pacific,  Sierran,  or  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Forest  Province.  The  WSAs  contain  some 
dominant  physical  and  biological  characteristics  that  can 
be  integrated  and  classified  into  regional  land  units  called 
ecosystems.  These  systems  and  landforms  have  been  analyzed 
as  they  relate  to  the  WSAs.  The  classification  of  ecosystems 
is  based  on  an  integration  of  the  natural  factors  of  climate, 
vegetation,  soils,  and  landforms.  Wilderness  designation 
presents  an  opportunity  to  preserve,  in  an  unimpaired 
condition  for  future  generations,  examples  of  the  basic 
ecosystems  and  landforms  present  in  the  United  States. 
Although  there  are  many  varied  land  classification  systems 
available,  BLM  has  selected  the  Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystems 
of  the  United  States  system  (Baily,  1976  and  Kuchler,  1966). 
This  system  was  selected  because  it  is  a  land  classification 
system  that  facilitates  planning  at  the  national  level.  In 
addition,  it  provides  a  broad  synthesis  of  current  knowledge 
about  the  ecosystem  geography  of  the  country.  It  also  serves 
as  a  useful  reference  for  those  who  desire  an  overview  on 
a  comparative  basis  for  ecosystem  and  landform  represen- 
tation in  existing  and  potential  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  (NWPS)  units.  All  the  WSAs 
considered  in  this  document  are  in  the  pine-Douglas-fir  forest 
(approximately  64,830  acres),  western  spruce-fir  forest 
(6,000  acres),  saltbrush-greasewood  (1,000  acres),  or  fescue- 
mountain  muhly-prairie  (10,840  acres)  vegetative  classifi- 
cation of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  Province.  In  addition 
to   Colorado,   this   province  extends   into  the  following 


states:  Wyoming,  Utah,  Montana,  Idaho,  Oregon,  Washing- 
ton, and  New  Mexico.  In  Colorado,  almost  half  the  state 
is  considered  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  Province. 
Diversity  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 
will  only  be  discussed  for  the  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  since 
it  is  the  only  WSA  that  would  add  to  the  diversity  of  that 
system.  (For  more  detailed  information  on  ecoregions  and 
vegetative  classifications,  please  refer  to  the  management 
situation  analysis  (MSA),  which  is  available  in  the  Canon 
City  District  Office.) 

The  MSA  addressed  diversity  in  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  in  detail.  See  Appendix  B  and  D  in 
the  MSA  for  summary  charts  showing  this  diversity.  Charts 
in  Appendix  B  include  1)  expanding  the  diversity  of  natural 
systems  and  features  as  represented  by  ecosystems  and 
landforms  and  2)  expanding  the  opportunities  for  solitude 
or  primitive  recreation  within  1  day  of  driving  time  (5  hours) 
of  major  population  centers.  Appendix  D  of  the  MSA  shows 
all  areas  either  already  designated  or  recommended  to 
Congress  as  wilderness  within  both  the  state  and  the 
surrounding  region. 

Mineral  Resources:  Potential  of  all  areas  recommended 
for  wilderness  designation  will  be  further  inventoried  and 
analyzed  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey /Bureau  of  Mines. 
The  Bureau  of  Mines  has  studied  three  WSAs  and  reports 
for  the  following  are  available:  Beaver  Creek— Bureau  of 
Mines  Open-file  Report  MLA  32-85;  Browns  Canyon- 
Bureau  of  Mines  Open-file  Report  MLA  70-85;  and  Sand 
Castle— Bureau  of  Mines  Open-file  Report  MLA  24-84. 
The  inventory  results  will  accompany  the  recommendations 
when  they  are  forwarded  to  the  President  and  the  Congress. 

Timber  Resources:  Quantities  of  sawtimber  (Mbf)  in  the 
WSAs  have  been  related  to  total  resource  area  and  United 
State  Forest  Service  (USFS)  quantities  for  comparison 
purposes.  However,  the  USFS  has  no  category  directly 
comparable  to  BLM  estimates  of  available  cordwood  in 
woodland  areas.  The  USFS  harvests  "miscellaneous 
products,"  which  is  any  timber  cut  as  a  result  of  new  road 
construction  for  other  projects,  rights-of-way,  etc.,  and  is 
figured  as  30  percent  of  their  Mbf  per  year.  For  the  sake 
of  analysis  we  use  this  figure  to  compare  with  our  woodlands 
and  cordwood  figures. 

Recreation  Resources:  Use  statistics  were  derived  from 
observations  by  BLM  personnel,  from  information  submitted 
by  organizations  and  individuals,  and  from  partial  samplings 
taken  in  the  past.  Many  of  the  figures  were  taken  from 
planning  documents.  All  units  are  accessible  by  foot  almost 
every  day  of  the  year  because  of  relatively  mild  climatic 
conditions. 
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UNIT-BY-UNIT  DESCRIPTION  OF 

ENVIRONMENT 


Each  WSA  is  individually  assessed  for  affected  environment 
for  each  resource  value. 


BROWNS  CANYON  (002) 

This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  6,614  acres  of 
land  located  approximately  6  miles  south  of  Buena  Vista 
and  7  miles  northwest  of  Salida  in  Chaffee  County.  The 
WSA  lies  east  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  T.  51  N.,  R.  8 
and  9  E.,  NMPM  and  T.  15  S.,  R.  77  and  78  W.,  6th 
PM.  (See  Map  3-1.) 

WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  varies  in  elevation  from  about  7,500  feet  near 
the  Arkansas  River  to  about  8,400  feet  near  the  eastern 
boundary.  Topography  is  very  rugged  with  many  mountains, 
hills,  canyons,  and  gulches. 

Understory  vegetation  throughout  the  area  is  sparse.  Pinon 
and  juniper  are  the  most  common  vegetative  types.  Ground 
cover  includes  rabbitbrush,  blue  grama  grass,  mountain 
muhly,  Indian  ricegrass,  prickly  pear  cactus,  and  yucca. 

Although  the  WSA  has  a  few  imprints  of  man,  it  is  primarily 
in  a  natural  condition.  A  few  small  abandoned  mine  sites 
and  old  cabin  foundations  remain  within  the  area,  which 
are  generally  not  visible  from  more  than  75  feet  because 
of  topographic  and  vegetative  screening.  An  old  way,  which 
was  legally  closed  in  1976,  goes  through  the  WSA  and 
is  approximately  3  miles  long;  about  three-quarters  of  a 
mile  is  cut  and  filled,  but  is  not  visible  except  from  the 
site. 

Canyons  and  gulches  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude  since  they  block  out  sights  and  sounds.  These 
specifically  include  Little  and  Middle  Cottonwood  Creeks, 
Cottonwood  Creek,  Spring  Gulch,  Sawmill  Gulch,  Green 
Gulch,  and  other  unnamed  gulches.  In  addition  many  of 
the  gulches  have  cottonwood  trees  providing  vegetative 
screening. 

The  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Railroad  tracks  comprise 
approximately  three-fourths  of  the  western  boundary. 
Passing  trains  (and  whistle)  can  sometimes  be  heard  up 
to  a  mile  into  the  WSA  depending  on  a  user's  location. 

The  WSA  can  be  reached  within  1  day  (5  hours)  of  driving 
from  six  major  populations  centers:  Denver,  Colorado 
Springs,  Pueblo,  Boulder,  Fort  Collins,  and  Greeley 
(approximately  2,400,000  people). 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  is  located  within  the  Upper  Arkansas  Valley, 
which  is  a  narrow,  north  tapering,  sharply  defined  graben 
with  a  structural  style  similar  to  the  Basin  and  Range 
Province.  This  graben  is  believed  to  be  the  northward 
extension  of  the  Rio  Grande  Rift  that  extends  from  northern 
Mexico  to  central  Colorado.  Browns  Canyon  WSA  is  just 
off  the  eastern  edge  of  the  graben  structure  and  the  country 
rock  is  primarily  a  gneissic  granodiorite  and  quartz 
monzonite. 

Minor  amounts  of  placer  gold  have  been  removed  from 
the  gravels  in  the  Arkansas  River  since  1859.  Deposit  values 
are  not  believed  to  be  significant  because  of  the  limited 
quantity  of  suitable  gravels  within  the  unit.  Vein  gold  has 
been  mined  from  several  areas  around  the  WSA  including 
Turret  and  the  Red  and  Sedalia  Mines.  Exploration  within 
the  WSA  consists  of  several  small  exploration  excavations, 
but  no  value  could  be  identified. 

Scattered  throughout  the  WSA  are  small  pegmatitic  dikes 
generally  unzoned  and  consisting  mainly  of  quartz  and 
feldspar  with  the  following  accessory  minerals  in  limited 
quantities:  beryl,  columbium,  tantalum,  and  mica.  The 
primary  interest  in  these  pegmatites  is  for  the  accessory 
minerals;  however,  because  of  the  small  amount  and  only 
infrequent  appearance  of  these  minerals,  development  is 
uneconomical. 

There  is  a  small  perlite  deposit  on  the  east  side  of  Ruby 
Mountain  that  is  suitable  for  use  as  a  lightweight  aggregate. 
Development  has  not  occurred  in  the  past  because  of  the 
small  size  of  the  site  and  the  distance  to  a  processing  facility. 

Current  information  reveals  nine  mining  claims  totaling  180 
acres  and  no  mineral  leases  within  the  WSA.  Six  of  these 
claims  are  in  Sec.  18,  T.  15  S.,  R.  77  W.,  6th  PM.  The 
entire  Browns  Canyon  WSA  has  low  potential  for  mineral 
discovery,  location,  and  development. 

TIMBER  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  has  mostly  pinon  pine  and  juniper  on  the  lower 
slopes  with  some  Douglas-fir  in  the  higher  elevations.  Some 
broad  leaf  species  such  as  aspen  are  in  the  drainage  bottoms. 

There  are  3,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with  a  potential 
harvest  of  100,682  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper.  In  addition 
there  are  65  operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL) 
with  a  potential  harvest  of  1,976  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine 
and  Douglas-fir  in  the  WSA. 
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In  comparison,  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA) 
has  a  total  of  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with 
590,100  cords  of  firewood  and  41,000  operable  acres  of 
sawtimber  with  240,300  Mbf.  The  surrounding  Pike-San 
Isabel  National  Forest  has  a  total  of  92,000  acres  of 
woodlands  and  150,300  operable  acres  of  PFL. 

Estimated  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA  represent 
approximately  6  percent  of  the  woodlands  in  the  resource 
area  and  about  3  percent  of  the  total  woodlands  in  the 
resource  area  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 
Estimated  acres  of  PFL  in  the  WSA  represent  substantially 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  PFL  in  the  resource  area  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  in  the  resource 
area  and  nearby  national  forest  combined. 

WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  provides  habitat  yearlong  for  approximately  160 
mule  deer  and  approximately  135  bighorn  sheep. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  Royal  Gorge 
Resource  Area  are  estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer  and  300 
bighorn  sheep.  Estimated  populations  in  the  WSA  represent 
approximately  2  percent  of  the  mule  deer  and  approximately 
45  percent  of  the  bighorn  sheep  in  the  RGRA. 

The  remote  and  rugged  topography  also  provides  important 
habitat  for  mountain  lion  (population  figures  are  unknown) 
and  several  species  of  raptors  such  as  red-tailed  hawk  and 
prairie  falcon. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES 

The  landscape  of  the  deep  and  narrow  Browns  Canyon 
is  dominated  by  the  Arkansas  River.  Side  slopes  are 
characterized  by  jagged,  sculptured  rock  outcroppings  with 
scattered  stands  of  cottonwoods  and  willows  near  the  water. 

The  WSA  is  basically  unchanged  by  man  and  is  primarily 
characterized  by  pinon-juniper  vegetation  and  rugged,  rocky 
hills  with  six  substantial,  intermittent  drainages  leading  to 
the  Arkansas  River. 

With  the  exception  of  recreational  activity  along  the 
Arkansas  River  and  passing  trains,  the  rugged  nature  of 
the  land  isolates  the  sights  and  sounds  of  man  from  the 
recreational  user. 

Recreation  use  in  the  WSA  totals  approximately  25  annual 
recreation  days.  Since  the  southern  portion  of  the  WSA 
is  steep  and  rugged,  the  majority  of  this  use  occurs  north 
of  Spring  Gulch.  This  area  has  outstanding  opportunities 
for  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  such  as  hiking, 
backpacking,  hunting,  wildlife  photography,  and  similar 
activities.  Although  some  back-country  vehicle  use  has 
previously  occurred,  it  is  not  permitted  under  interim 
wilderness  guidelines  since  there  are  no  existing  ways  or 


trails  in  the  WSA.  Brief  views  of  the  scenic  Collegiate  Peaks 
and  the  Arkansas  Valley  are  available  in  some  areas  within 
the  WSA  and  offer  outstanding  opportunities  for  scenic 
photography. 


frag 


McINTYRE  HILLS  (013) 

This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  16,800  acres 
of  land  located  south  of  U.S.  Highway  50  approximately 
12  miles  west  of  Canon  City  in  Fremont  County.  The  WSA 
lies  south  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  T.  18  and  19  S.,  R. 
72  and  73  W.,  6th  PM.  (See  Map  3-2.)  There  is  a  350- 
acre  state  inholding  approximately  1  mile  southwest  of  where 
Sheep  Basin  meets  the  Arkansas  River.  There  are  also  two 
private  inholdings  totaling  60  acres  located  about  1.25  miles 
east  of  where  Sheep  Basin  meets  the  Arkansas  River  and 
about  1.25  miles  south  of  Cedar  Gulch  and  the  Arkansas 
River.  There  are  740  acres  of  split-estate  near  the  western 
WSA  boundary  where  BLM  administers  the  surface  acres 
and  the  state  of  Colorado  owns  and  administers  the 
subsurface  acres. 

WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  varies  in  elevation  from  about  5,900  feet  near 
the  Arkansas  River  to  8,100  feet  at  some  of  the  higher 
mountain  tops  such  as  Mclntyre  Hills.  Topography  varies 
from  gently  rolling  hills  and  small  plateaus  to  extremely 
rugged  mountains.  Drainages  generally  follow  a  south  to 
north  direction  with  many  side  canyons.  Vegetation  consists 
primarily  of  pinon-juniper  throughout  the  unit  with  some 
pine  and  fir  in  the  higher  elevations. 
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Although  the  WSA  is  primarily  in  a  natural  condition,  it 
has  some  imprints  of  man,  which  include  a  way,  mineral 
exploration  pits,  and  an  old  corral. 

Outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  exist  throughout  the 
Mclntyre  Hills  WSA.  Numerous  drainages  twist  and  turn 
to  create  areas  where  visitors  can  be  screened  from  one 
another.  Vegetation  on  the  hills  and  mountains  also  enhances 
the  feeling  of  solitude. 

No  known  special  features  occur  in  this  unit.  Generally  the 
WSA  is  very  typical  of  lands  in  southern  Colorado. 

The  WSA  can  be  reached  within  1  day  (5  hours)  of  driving 
from  six  major  population  centers:  Denver,  Colorado 
Springs,  Pueblo,  Boulder,  Fort  Collins,  and  Greeley 
(approximately  2,400,000  people). 

MINERAL  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  is  located  north  and  east  of  the  Wet  Mountains 
and  south  of  the  Thirtynine  Mile  volcanic  field.  Major  rock 
units  are  of  Precambrian  age  and  consist  generally  of 
migmatitic  gneisses  and  granodiorites.  Migmatitic  gneisses 
of  this  unit  host  abundant  pegmatites.  The  granodiorite  units 
are  variable  containing  rock  types  from  quartz  monzonite 
to  quartz  diorite.  Sediments  of  the  Webster  Park  Graben 
are  located  immediately  to  the  east  of  the  WSA.  Small 
amounts  of  Tertiary  volcanics  are  within  the  WSA.  Faulting 
in  the  area  is  predominantly  north  to  northeast  trending. 

Based  on  a  mineral  inventory  and  available  mineral 
information,  the  WSA  does  not  have  any  known  economical 
deposits  of  critical  mineral  resource  values  and  appears  to 
have  only  a  minimal  possibility  for  future  discoveries.  Some 
exploration  and  minor  developments  have  occurred  in  areas 
around  and  within  the  WSA.  The  major  development  has 
been  of  the  many  scattered  pegmatites  within  the  migmatitic 
gneiss  and  granodiorites.  The  pegmatites  are  zoned  and 
consist  mainly  of  quartz  and  feldspar  with  minor  accessory 
minerals.  The  major  amount  of  development  has  occurred 
outside  of  the  WSA;  however,  pegmatites  do  exist  within 
the  WSA.  Further  development  of  these  deposits  is 
uneconomical  at  the  present  time  because  of  their  size,  high 
production  costs,  and  the  shipping  charge  to  users. 

Tungsten  mineralization  has  been  reported  from  two 
prospects  outside  the  WSA  and  one  abandoned  mine  on 
an  inholding  within  the  WSA.  There  are  no  production 
records  from  any  of  these  sites  and  assays  taken  from  the 
mine  within  the  WSA  showed  no  evidence  of  tungsten 
mineralization.  The  possibilities  for  discovery  of  this  type 
of  mineralization  within  the  WSA  cannot  be  ruled  out; 
however,  there  appears  to  be  little  interest  at  the  present 
time. 

The  possible  presence  of  uranium  mineralization  similar  to 
that  in  the  Tallahasse  mining  district  of  Fremont  County 


was  identified  in  correspondence  concerning  this  WSA. 
However,  the  mineral  inventory  identified  no  anomalous 
areas. 

Current  information  reveals  there  are  25  mining  claims 
totaling  approximately  500  acres  within  the  WSA.  The  entire 
Mclntyre  Hills  WSA  has  low  potential  for  mineral  discovery, 
location,  and  development. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

This  WSA  contains  700  AUMs  and  is  within  two  intensively 
managed  allotments.  Season  of  use  is  July  1  through 
December  15.  The  potential  natural  condition  of  the  WSA 
is  considered  predominantly  poor  for  livestock  forage 
production  because  of  heavy  pinon-juniper  overstory,  but 
is  ecologically  stable.  Major  range  forage  consists  mostly 
of  mountain  muhly  and  needle-and-thread  grasses; 
rabbitbrush  and  pinon  also  occur.  One  developed  spring 
is  present  in  Five  Points  Gulch. 

TIMBER  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  has  pinon-juniper  on  the  lower  slopes  with  some 
ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  at  higher  elevations.  Some 
broad  leaf  species  such  as  cottonwood  and  aspen  are  in 
the  drainage  bottoms. 

There  are  1,190  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with  a  potential 
harvest  of  35,105  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper.  In  addition 
there  are  571  operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL) 
with  a  potential  harvest  of  6,977  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine 
and  Douglas-fir  in  the  WSA. 

In  comparison,  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA) 
has  a  total  of  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with 
590,100  cords  of  firewood  and  41,000  operable  acres  of 
sawtimber  with  240,300  Mbf.  The  surrounding  Pike-San 
Isabel  National  Forest  has  a  total  of  92,000  acres  of 
woodlands  and  150,300  operable  acres  of  PFL. 

Estimated  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA  represent 
approximately  2  percent  of  the  woodlands  in  the  resource 
area  and  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  woodlands  in  the 
resource  area  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 
Estimated  acres  of  PFL  in  the  WSA  represent  about  1  percent 
of  the  PFL  in  the  resource  area  and  considerably  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  total  in  the  resource  area  and  nearby  national 
forest  combined. 

WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  provides  habitat  for  400  mule  deer,  50  bighorn 
sheep,  and  approximately  100  turkey. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200 
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turkey.  Estimated  populations  in  the  WSA  represent  6 
percent  of  the  mule  deer,  17  percent  of  the  bighorn  sheep, 
and  8  percent  of  the  turkey  in  the  RGRA. 

Various  raptors  such  as  golden  eagle  and  prairie  falcon  nest 
within  the  WSA.  Bighorn  sheep  have  recently  been 
transplanted  into  this  WSA  and  are  utilizing  the  northern 
portion  as  their  home  range. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES 

This  expansive  area  is  characterized  by  rolling  hills  covered 
with  pinon-juniper  interspersed  with  steep,  intermittent 
drainages.  An  occasional  rock  outcrop  can  be  seen  in  the 
unit.  The  area  is  in  a  natural  state  but  the  landscape  is 
common.  There  are  no  substantial  manmade  modifications 
nor  intrusions. 

This  WSA  has  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation  such  as  hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting  in  a 
predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting.  Trail  bike 
riding  occurs  in  some  of  the  drainages,  such  as  Washtub 
Gulch  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary,  in  the  southern 
part  of  Five  Points  Gulch,  and  the  northern  portion  of  Sheep 
Basin. 

There  are  a  total  of  105  annual  recreation  days,  which  include 
about  30  annual  recreation  days  (hiking,  backpacking,  etc.). 
About  70  percent  of  these  uses  occur  in  Sheep  Basin  and 
Five  Points  Gulch.  Hunting  use  totals  about  15  annual  hunter 
days  and  occurs  throughout  the  WSA.  Trail  bike  use  and 
other  back-country  vehicle  travel  totaling  about  60  annual 
recreation  days  are  limited  to  existing  ways  and  trails.  The 
RGRA  has  approximately  23,000  annual  recreation  days 
of  back-country  vehicle  use. 


LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  WSA 
LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  (014) 

This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  11,220  acres 
located  approximately  6  miles  southwest  of  Canon  City  in 
Fremont  and  Custer  Counties.  The  WSA  lies  within  T.  19 
S.,  Rs.  71  and  72  W.,  and  T.  20  S,  R.  71  W,  6th  PM. 
(See  Map  3-3.)  There  is  a  55-acre  private  inholding 
approximately  1.5  miles  east  of  Poverty  Mountain  and  a 
20-acre  private  inholding  on  the  west  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain.  There  are  590  acres  of  split-estate  near  the  western 
boundary  of  the  WSA  where  BLM  administers  the  surface 
acres  and  the  state  of  Colorado  owns  and  administers  the 
subsurface  acres. 

WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  varies  in  elevation  from  6,400  feet  near  Webster 
Park  to  an  average  of  8,300  feet  on  peaks  near  Goat  Park. 
Topography  is  primarily  rugged  throughout  the  WSA; 
however,  it  becomes  very  steep  and  rugged  on  either  side 
of  Grape  Creek.  Approximately  4  miles  of  Grape  Creek 
flow  through  the  WSA.  The  stream  and  associated  riparian 
vegetation  and  the  canyon  are  the  predominant  features 
within  the  WSA.  Although  Grape  Creek  is  the  only  perennial 
stream,  this  WSA  contains  intermittent  drainages  such  as 
Sunset  City  Gulch  and  Goat  Park  Gulch,  which  meander 
through  mountains. 

Vegetation  in  the  WSA  varies  with  elevation  and  availability 
of  water.  Although  cottonwoods  grow  in  many  areas  along 
Grape  Creek,  pinon  and  juniper  along  with  some  Douglas- 
fir  and  ponderosa  pine  cover  the  remainder  of  the  WSA. 
The  topography,  in  addition  to  the  vegetation  in  some 
locations,  provides  screening  from  sights  and  sounds  both 
inside  and  outside  the  WSA.  Because  of  these  factors,  this 
WSA  has  opportunities  for  solitude. 

Some  imprints  associated  with  previous  mining  and  access 
are  in  the  western  portion  of  the  WSA.  These  include  an 
old  gold  mine,  the  remains  of  a  cabin,  and  two  ways.  The 
overall  influence  of  these  human  imprints  detracts  from 
naturalness  on  approximately  500  acres  in  this  part  of  the 
WSA. 

In  1881  a  narrow  gauge  railroad  was  constructed  along 
Grape  Creek;  however,  in  1889  it  was  abandoned.  A  few 
cut  banks,  rails,  and  metal  poles  still  remain  along  Grape 
Creek.  The  remaining  portion  of  this  railroad  grade  is  a 
special  feature  because  of  the  historical  significance. 

The  WSA  can  be  reached  within  1  day  (5  hours)  of  driving 
from  six  major  population  centers:  Denver,  Colorado 
Springs,  Pueblo,  Boulder,  Fort  Collins,  and  Greeley 
(approximately  2,400,000  people). 
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LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  WSA 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  is  located  on  the  northern  end  of  the  Wet 
Mountains.  Most  of  the  rock  exposed  in  the  WSA  is 
Precambrian  in  age  and  consists  mainly  of  migmatitic 
gneisses  of  sedimentary  and  volcanic  origin.  These  gneisses 
have  been  intruded  by  granodiorites  in  several  locations 
within  the  WSA.  The  WSA  has  been  highly  faulted  and 
falls  into  prominent  northwest-southeast  and  northeast- 
southwest  trends.  The  northern  portion  of  Lower  Grape 
Creek  WSA  contains  sedimentary  units  preserved  in  the 
Webster  Park  Graben. 

This  WSA  has  a  favorable  zone  of  approximately  2,000 
acres  showing  moderate  potential  for  discovery,  location, 
and  possible  development  of  base  and  precious  metals;  i.e., 
copper,  lead,  and  silver.  This  favorable  zone  is  located 
between  Horseshoe  Mountain  in  Sees.  17  and  21,  T.  19 
S.,  R.  71  W.  and  the  Green  Mountain  Mine  in  Sees.  25 
and  26,  T.  19  S.,  R.  72  W.,  6th  PM.  This  area  was  productive 
for  the  previously  mentioned  minerals  around  the  turn  of 
the  century  with  development  activity  localized  to  small 
ore  zones  readily  identifiable  from  surface  exposures.  An 
examination  of  these  development  sites  revealed  the  presence 
of  minor  reserves  of  ore  that  are  marginally  profitable  at 
current  metal  prices  and  production  costs.  Some  interest 
in  mining  the  area  has  been  expressed  by  several  mining 
and  exploration  firms  as  well  as  by  individuals  knowledge- 
able about  the  geology  and  mineral  potential  of  the  area. 

The  remaining  9,220  acres  in  the  WSA  are  considered  to 
have  low  potential  for  mineral  discovery. 

Current  information  reveals  there  are  156  mining  claims 
totaling  approximately  3,120  acres  within  the  WSA.  The 
greatest  concentration  of  these  claims  occur  around  the 
western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

The  WSA  contains  231  AUMs  and  is  within  one  intensively 
managed  allotment.  Major  range  forage  species  are  mountain 
muhly  and  needle-and-thread.  The  potential  natural 
condition  of  the  majority  of  the  WSA  for  forage  production 
is  poor  because  of  heavy  pinon-juniper  overstory.  The  good 
forage  production  area  (approximately  100  acres)  in  the 
Grape  Creek  riparian  zone  has  been  overgrazed.  Recently 
the  season  of  use  was  changed  to  July  1  through  October 
15  and  about  three-quarters  mile  of  gap  fencing  was  installed 
under  BLM  interim  management  guidelines.  The  gap  fence 
is  used  to  keep  cattle  out  of  the  riparian  zone  along  Grape 
Creek  until  the  range  condition  in  this  zone  improves  from 
poor  to  good.  After  the  range  condition  improves,  the  fence 
will  be  used  to  maintain  the  existing  condition  by  limiting 
cattle  to  certain  portions  of  the  riparian  zone. 


TIMBER  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  has  mostly  pinon  and  juniper  on  the  lower  slopes 
with  some  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  at  higher 
elevations.  Some  broad  leaf  species  such  as  cottonwood  and 
aspen  are  in  the  drainage  bottoms. 

There  are  1 ,9 1 0  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with  a  potential 
harvest  of  43,930  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper.  In  addition 
there  are  389  operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL) 
with  a  potential  harvest  of  8,558  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine 
and  Douglas-fir  in  the  WSA. 

In  comparison,  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA) 
has  a  total  of  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with 
590,100  cords  of  firewood  and  41,000  operable  acres  of 
sawtimber  with  240,300  Mbf.  The  surrounding  Pike-San 
Isabel  National  Forest  has  a  total  of  92,000  acres  of 
woodlands  and  150,300  operable  acres  of  PFL. 

Estimated  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA  represent 
approximately  3  percent  of  the  woodlands  in  the  resource 
area  and  about  1  percent  of  the  total  woodlands  in  the 
resource  area  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 
Estimated  acres  of  PFL  in  the  WSA  represent  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  PFL  in  the  resource  area  and  considerably 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  in  the  resource  area  and 
nearby  national  forest  combined. 

WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 


Terrestrial 

This  WSA  provides  habitat  yearlong  for  280  mule  deer, 
28  bighorn  sheep,  approximately  100  turkey,  and  small 
populations  of  mountain  lion  and  black  bear. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200 
turkey.  Estimated  populations  in  the  WSA  represent  4 
percent  of  the  mule  deer,  9  percent  of  the  bighorn  sheep, 
and  8  percent  of  the  turkey  in  the  RGRA. 

Small  birds  and  mammals  are  abundant  near  water,  but 
occur  throughout  the  WSA.  Several  species  of  raptors  are 
also  in  the  area. 

Aquatic 

Grape  Creek  flows  through  the  WSA  providing  a  stream 
fishery  habitat.  This  is  the  only  perennial  stream  in  the  WSA 
and  provides  approximately  4  miles  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat.  Before  livestock  were  excluded  from  grazing  along 
Grape  Creek,  the  riparian  habitat  was  in  poor  condition 
and  contributed  to  the  decrease  of  the  brown  and  rainbow 
trout  fishery  and  an  increase  in  the  nongame  (mainly  suckers) 
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fishery.  Since  livestock  grazing  has  been  excluded  along 
Grape  Creek,  the  riparian  habitat  has  been  improving. 

Fish  populations  in  streams  of  the  size  and  structure  of  Grape 
Creek,  in  this  general  area,  vary  between  80  and  120  pounds 
per  acre.  It  is  believed  that  Grape  Creek  is  in  this  category; 
however,  a  detailed  inventory  has  not  been  completed. 
Therefore,  in  this  document,  the  figure  of  100  pounds  per 
acre  is  used.  At  this  time  about  90  percent  of  the  total 
fish  population  is  made  up  of  nongame  species  and  the 
remainder  is  game  species. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES 

The  topography  in  the  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA  is  steep 
and  rugged  with  rather  sparse  vegetation. 

This  WSA  has  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation  such  as  hiking,  horseback  riding,  photography, 
and  backpacking  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting.  Some  back-country  vehicle  use  occurs  on  a  number 
of  dead-end  spurs  around  the  western  perimeter  of  the  WSA 
and  along  portions  of  Grape  Creek;  however,  topography 
limits  this  use  in  other  locations  within  the  WSA.  This  back- 
country  vehicle  use  occurs  primarily  along  Grape  Creek 
with  some  use  occurring  in  Sunset  City  Gulch,  Goat  Park 
Gulch,  and  Marsh  Gulch. 

There  are  a  total  of  350  annual  recreation  days,  which  include 
about  100  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking  and  backpacking 
and  125  annual  angler  days.  All  of  the  fishing  and  about 
90  percent  of  the  other  uses  occur  along  the  Grape  Creek 
corridor.  Hunting  use  totals  about  25  annual  hunter  days 
and  occurs  throughout  the  WSA.  Trail  bike  use  and  other 
back-country  vehicle  travel  totaling  about  100  annual 
recreation  days  are  limited  to  existing  ways  and  trails.  The 
RGRA  has  approximately  23,000  annual  recreation  days 
of  back-country  vehicle  use. 

The  Grape  Creek  corridor  is  the  major  scenic  attraction 
within  this  WSA.  Sidewalls  are  steep  and  rugged.  Riparian 
vegetation  along  the  creek  is  attractive.  Outside  the  corridor, 
lands  are  moderately  sloping  to  steep  and  rugged  and  are 
interspersed  with  narrow  drainages  containing  dry,  sandy 
streambeds. 


BEAVER  CREEK  (016) 

This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  26,150  acres 
located  10  miles  northeast  of  Canon  City  in  Fremont,  Teller, 
and  El  Paso  Counties.  The  WSA  lies  within  T.  16  S.,  Rs. 
67,  68,  and  69  W.;  T.  17  S.,  Rs.  68  and  69  W.,  6th  PM. 
(See  Map  3-4.) 

The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (DOW)  administers  state 
land  (870  acres)  along  the  streambed  of  Beaver  Creek  for 
riparian  habitat  and  fisheries.  This  is  the  only  non-Federal 
inholding.  A  memorandum  of  understanding  between  BLM 
and  DOW  is  intended  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
guidelines  set  forth  in  the  BLM  Interim  Management  Policy 
and  Guideliness  for  Land  Under  Wilderness  Review  dated 
December  12,  1979.  If  the  WSA  is  designated  wilderness, 
this  memorandum  would  continue  to  be  in  effect;  if  the 
WSA  is  not  designated  wilderness,  the  memorandum  would 
be  terminated.  No  projects  are  planned  by  the  DOW. 

WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  contains  variations  in  topography  from  rough, 
rocky  rolling  hills  in  the  southern  portion  to  high,  rugged, 
steep  peaks  over  9,000  feet  in  the  northern  portion.  There 
are  many  deep  canyon  drainages.  Sedimentary  uplifts,  fault 
controlled  streams,  and  differential  weathering  have  created 
this  extremely  rugged  and  diversified  topography.  This  is 
highly  representative  of  the  physical  features  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  Range  in  Colorado.  The  flora  of  this  WSA 
varies  from  areas  of  semiarid  vegetation,  to  riparian  areas 
along  streams,  to  conifer/pine  forest  mixes  in  the  higher 
elevations.  This  WSA  is  unique  in  that  it  represents  one 
of  the  few  primitive/semiprimitive  zones  of  its  size  along 
the  southern  Colorado  Front  Range  that  is  undeveloped 
and  unroaded. 

There  are  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive  and 
unconfined  recreation  within  the  WSA.  The  tremendous 
variation  in  topography,  in  combination  with  the  variety 
of  vegetation,  provides  this  WSA  with  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude.  There  are  hundreds  of  sites 
throughout  the  WSA  where  one  may  experience  the  feeling 
of  aloneness  within  the  natural  setting.  Beaver  Creek  itself, 
the  East  and  West  forks  of  this  creek,  West  Mill  Creek, 
and  Trail  Gulch  are  excellent  examples  of  a  solitude 
experience  provided  by  topographic  and  vegetative 
screening.  There  are  no  outside  sights  nor  sounds  that  would 
affect  this  solitude  within  the  WSA. 

The  WSA  can  be  reached  within  5  hours  of  driving  from 
six  major  population  centers:  Denver,  Colorado  Springs, 
Pueblo,  Boulder,  Fort  Collins,  and  Greeley  (approximately 
2,400,000  people).  In  fact  within  1  hour  of  driving  time 
(Colorado  Springs  and  Pueblo),  there  are  approximately 
500,000  people. 
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MINERAL  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  is  located  on  the  southern  end  of  the  Front  Range 
with  the  major  rock  units  of  the  area  consisting  of  granites 
and  migmatitic  gneisses  and  schists.  The  southern  portion 
of  the  WSA  has  several  different  sedimentary  units  of 
Paleozoic  age  that  form  the  northeast-southwest  trending 
foothills  of  the  WSA.  The  major  geologic  structure  of  the 
entire  area  is  the  Pikes  Peak  Batholith  to  the  north. 

Interest  for  mineral  resources  within  the  WSA  has  been 
limited  to  the  exploration  of  small  pegmatites  and  fluorite. 
Some  fluorite  development  occurred  during  the  middle  to 
late  1950s;  however,  no  production  figures  are  available. 
Production  of  fluorite  from  the  WSA  was  minor  and  hand 
sorting  of  the  ore  was  required.  Insufficient  reserves  remain 
at  the  site  to  justify  further  development  and  it  is  unlikely 
that  new  reserves  would  be  discovered. 

The  pegmatites  within  the  WSA  are  small  and  for  the  most 
part  unzoned.  Pegmatites  are  scattered  throughout  the  area, 
but  are  so  small  that  very  few  sites  have  been  explored, 
the  largest  of  which  is  located  in  Trail  Gulch.  The  resource 
value  of  these  pegmatites,  because  of  size  and  location,  is 
low. 

Minor  development  work  for  manganese  has  been  done 
in  Sec.  26,  T.  17  S.,  R.  69  W.,  6th  PM  from  a  strata  bound 
deposit  situated  between  Ordivician  sediments  and 
Precambrian  metamorphics.  The  deposit  is  believed  to  be 
isolated  and  no  evidence  for  continuation  of  this 
mineralization  has  been  identified  within  the  WSA. 

There  are  currently  no  known  deposits  of  uranium  within 
the  WSA  and  the  only  anomalous  values  identified  are 
associated  with  the  fluorite  in  West  Mill  Gulch.  A  mineral 
inventory  of  the  WSA  identified  no  significant  uranium 
anomalies  and  little  potential  appears  to  exist  in  the  area. 

The  northwest  portion  of  the  WSA  is  only  5  miles  from 
the  Cripple  Creek- Victor  mining  area.  However,  no  known 
deposits  of  vein  gold  have  been  located  or  developed.  A 
relatively  small  amount  of  placer  gold  has  been  obtained 
from  gravel  in  Beaver  Creek  proper;  however,  there  are 
no  known  reserves  in  the  WSA. 

Mineral  resources  were  indicated  as  being  present  or  having 
potential  based  on  information  collected  during  the  inventory 
process.  Identified  areas  of  potential  mineralization  or  areas 
having  been  previously  prospected  for  minerals  were  field 
checked  to  determine  the  mineral  resource  value  present. 

Based  on  the  information  used,  the  area  is  considered  to 
have  low  potential  for  the  discovery  or  development  of 
mineral  resources.  Current  information  reveals  there  are  four 
mining  claims  in  the  WSA  totaling  approximately  80  acres. 


TIMBER  RESOURCES 

The  unit  encompasses  a  wide  variation  of  timber  types  and 
as  a  result  there  is  high  species  diversity.  Pinon  pine  and 
juniper  are  abundant;  other  dominant  species  include 
ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir.  White  fir,  spruce,  and  aspen 
are  also  present. 

There  are  493  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with  a  potential 
harvest  of  12,882  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper.  In  addition 
there  are  177  operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL) 
with  a  potential  harvest  of  5,142  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine 
and  Douglas-fir  in  the  WSA. 

In  comparison,  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA) 
has  a  total  of  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with 
590,100  cords  of  firewood  and  41,000  operable  acres  of 
sawtimber  with  240,300  Mbf.  The  surrounding  Pike-San 
Isabel  National  Forest  has  a  total  of  92,000  acres  of 
woodlands  and  150,300  operable  acres  of  PFL. 

Estimated  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA  represent 
about  1  percent  of  the  woodlands  in  the  resource  area  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  woodlands  in 
the  resource  area  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 
Estimated  acres  of  PFL  in  the  WSA  represent  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  PFL  in  the  resource  area  and  substantially 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  in  the  resource  area  and 
nearby  national  forest  combined. 

WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  is  so  vast  that  virtually  all  habitat  types  common 
in  this  area  are  represented.  The  terrain  is  extremely  rough 
and  unroaded.  The  WSA  provides  habitat  for  650  mule 
deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  225  turkey,  8  mountain  lion,  and 
unknown  populations  of  black  bear. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200 
turkey;  populations  of  black  bear  are  also  unknown  in  the 
resource  area.  Mountain  lion  populations  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  are  estimated  at  one  lion  per  5  square  miles;  averages 
for  the  RGRA  are  approximately  one  lion  per  10  to  20 
square  miles.  Estimated  wildlife  populations  in  the  WSA 
represent  4  percent  of  the  mule  deer,  10  percent  of  the 
bighorn  sheep,  and  8  percent  of  the  turkey  in  the  RGRA. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES 

Outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  are  present  in  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  because 
of  a  combination  of  several  factors. 

The  Beaver  Creek  WSA  is  cut  by  very  steep  drainages  with 
steep  angular  walls  heavily  covered  with  evergreens.  Bare 
rock  outcrops  and  fairly  extensive  grass  slopes  irregularly 
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dot  the  area.  Both  West  Beaver  and  East  Beaver  Creeks 
meander  through  miles  of  jagged  walls  with  interesting  and 
diverse  vegetation  and  no  significant  intrusions. 

Topographic  variation,  unique  geologic  features,  diverse 
plant  and  animal  life,  the  creeks,  and  several  access  trails 
contribute  to  opportunities  for  hiking,  backpacking, 
horseback  riding,  photography,  fishing,  hunting,  and  general 
sightseeing.  In  general,  the  number  of  activities  available 
and  the  quality  of  the  associated  experience  provide  this 
WSA  with  outstanding  opportunities  for  a  primitive  and 
unconfined  type  of  recreation. 

There  are  a  total  of  2,000  annual  recreation  days  in  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA,  which  include  about  700  annual 
recreation  days  of  hiking,  backpacking,  and  fishing.  Although 
all  the  fishing  occurs  in  Beaver  Creek,  about  90  percent 
of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  occur  in  Trail  Gulch  and 
along  West  Mill  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek.  Hunting  use  totals 
about  100  annual  hunter  days  and  occurs  throughout  the 
WSA.  Hiking,  car  camping,  and  some  back-country  vehicle 
use  occur  along  the  western  boundary  near  Phantom  Canyon 
and  totals  approximately  1,200  annual  recreation  days. 


UPPER  GRAPE  CREEK  (017) 

This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  10,200  acres 
located  approximately  10  miles  southwest  of  Canon  City 
in  Fremont  and  Custer  Counties.  The  unit  lies  within  T. 
20  S,  Rs.  71  and  72  W,  and  T.  21  S.,  Rs.  71  and  72 
W.,  6th  PM.  (See  Map  3-5.)  There  are  two  15-acre  private 
inholdings  approximately  1 .5  miles  south  of  Hellgate  Gulch 
along  the  eastern  WSA  boundary.  There  are  also  360  acres 
of  split-estate  about  one-half  mile  south  of  the  beginning 
of  Western  Gulch. 


WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

Elevation  in  this  WSA  varies  from  7,000  to  8,100  feet. 
The  western  portion  of  the  WSA  contains  rolling  hills;  the 
balance  is  mountainous  with  rugged,  steep  topography. 
Vegetation  is  rather  sparse — mostly  pinon  and  juniper. 
Approximately  7  miles  of  Grape  Creek  flow  through  the 
WSA.  The  stream  and  associated  riparian  vegetation  and 
the  canyon  are  the  predominant  features  within  the  WSA. 
Although  Grape  Creek  is  the  only  perennial  stream,  this 
WSA  contains  intermittent  drainages,  such  as  Granite  Gulch, 
which  meander  through  mountains. 

Opportunities  exist  for  solitude  along  Grape  Creek  and  in 
some  of  the  gulches  in  the  western  portion  of  the  unit  such 
as  West  Mill  Gulch  and  Granite  Gulch.  Grape  Creek  runs 
from  south  to  north  through  the  unit  and  is  surrounded 
by  cliffs  and  mountains  on  both  sides. 

In  1881  a  narrow  gauge  railroad  was  constructed  along 
Grape  Creek;  however,  in  1889  it  was  abandoned.  A  few 
cut  banks,  rails,  and  metal  poles  still  remain  along  the  creek. 
This  remaining  portion  of  the  railroad  grade  is  a  special 
feature  because  of  the  historical  significance. 

The  WSA  can  be  reached  within  1  day  (5  hours )  of  driving 
from  six  major  population  centers:  Denver,  Colorado 
Springs,  Pueblo,  Boulder,  Fort  Collins,  and  Greeley 
(approximately  2,400,000  people). 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 


This  WSA  is  located  on  the  northern  end  of  the  Wet 
Mountains.  Most  of  the  rock  exposed  in  the  unit  is 
Precambrian  in  age  and  consists  mainly  of  migmatitic 
gneisses  of  a  sedimentary  and  volcanic  origin.  These  gneisses 
have  been  intruded  by  granodiorites  in  several  locations 
within  the  WSA.  The  WSA  has  been  highly  faulted  and 
falls  into  predominantly  northwest-southeast  and  northeast- 
southwest  trends. 

Only  minor  anomalous  findings  for  copper  were  found  in 
this  WSA.  There  has  been  very  little  past  or  present  known 
exploration  in  this  area.  The  potential  for  discovery  of 
economic  copper  mineralization  is  low. 

The  geochemical  analysis  for  lead  in  this  area  did  not  identify 
any  areas  of  highly  anomalous  values;  however,  an  interesting 
trend  was  identified  paralleling  the  western  flank  of  the  Wet 
Mountains.  This  trend  appears  to  extend  from  the  Terrible 
Mine  located  in  Sec.  18,  T.  21  S.,  R.  70  W.,  northwestward 
to  the  area  near  the  Horseshoe  Mine  in  Sec.  15,  T.  19 
S.,  R.  71  W.,  6th  PM.  This  trend  would  be  expressed  in 
the  extreme  northeastern  corner  of  the  WSA.  Geochemical 
values  for  lead  along  this  potential  trend  reach  a  maximum 
value  of  30  ppm.  This  value,  although  anomalous  in  relation 
to  other  values  for  lead  within  this  WSA,  does  not  represent 
a  significant  exploration  target.  A  small  deposit  of  base  metals 
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is  located  immediately  north  of  the  WSA  along  East  Pierce 
Gulch.  This  site  has  been  worked  intermittently  in  the  past; 
however,  specific  information  on  dates  and  amount  of 
production  is  unavailable.  This  site  shows  up  as  a  small 
isolated  anomaly  for  lead  on  the  geochemical  survey.  The 
potential  for  discovery  of  a  lead  deposit  within  the  WSA 
is  low  based  on  the  geochemical  values  present  and  absence 
of  any  known  exploration  interest  in  this  area. 

Geochemically  anomalous  areas  for  molybdenum  are  present 
in  the  area  of  Democrat  Creek.  Values  present  for  this  area 
are  a  maximum  of  10  ppm  indicating  weak  to  moderate 
enrichment.  There  is  no  known  past  nor  present  exploration 
or  production  in  this  area.  This  resource  is  not  considered 
significant. 

The  majority  of  the  known  thorium  veins  is  located 
immediately  south  of  the  WSA.  These  veins  occur  in 
shattered,  limonite  stained  materials  along  faults  in  the 
Precambrian  crystalline  rocks.  This  type  of  environment 
occurs  within  the  WSA.  The  geochemical  study  shows  no 
areas  of  significant  anomalous  values  within  the  WSA. 

There  are  no  significant  geochemical  anomalies  for  zinc 
within  this  WSA;  however,  slightly  elevated  values  do  exist. 
Distribution  is  similar  to  that  identified  previously  for  lead. 
According  to  available  information,  the  potential  for 
discovery  of  zinc  is  low. 

The  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSA  is  considered  to  have  low 
potential  for  mineral  discovery.  Current  information  reveals 
there  are  31  mining  claims  within  the  WSA  totaling 
approximately  620  acres. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

The  WSA  contains  800  AUMs  within  one  intensively 
managed  allotment.  Major  range  forage  species  are  mountain 
muhly  and  needle-and-thread.  The  potential  natural 
condition  of  the  majority  of  the  WSA  for  forage  production 
is  poor  because  of  heavy  pinon-juniper  overstory.  The  good 
forage  production  area  (approximately  150  acres)  in  the 
Grape  Creek  riparian  zone  has  been  overgrazed.  A  deferred 
grazing  system  has  been  implemented  in  this  WSA  and 
should  result  in  the  improvement  of  the  riparian  zone  along 
Grape  Creek  from  poor  to  fair/good  within  10-20  years. 

TIMBER  RESOURCES 

Pinon-juniper  exists  on  the  lower  slopes  with  some  ponderosa 
pine  and  Douglas-fir  at  higher  elevations.  Some  broad  leaf 
species  such  as  cottonwood  and  aspen  are  present  in  the 
drainage  bottoms. 

There  are  922  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with  a  potential 
harvest  of  26,840  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper.  In  addition 
there  are  1,003  operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land 


(PFL)  with  a  potential  harvest  of  28,886  Mbf  of  ponderosa 
pine  and  Douglas-fir  in  the  WSA. 

In  comparison,  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA) 
has  a  total  of  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands  with 
590,100  cords  of  firewood  and  41,000  operable  acres  of 
sawtimber  with  240,300  Mbf.  The  surrounding  Pike-San 
Isabel  National  Forest  has  a  total  of  92,000  acres  of 
woodlands  and  150,300  operable  acres  of  PFL. 

Estimated  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA  represent 
approximately  1  percent  of  the  woodlands  in  the  resource 
area  and  about  1  percent  of  the  total  woodlands  in  the 
resource  area  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 
Estimated  acres  of  PFL  in  the  WSA  represent  about  2  percent 
of  the  PFL  in  the  resource  area  and  about  1  percent  of 
the  total  in  the  resource  area  and  nearby  national  forest 
combined. 

WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 


Terrestrial 

This  WSA  provides  habitat  yearlong  for  approximately  270 
mule  deer,  75  turkey,  and  small  populations  of  mountain 
lion  and  black  bear.  Several  species  of  raptors  are  also  in 
the  area. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer  and  1,200  turkey.  Estimated 
populations  in  the  WSA  represent  4  percent  of  the  mule 
deer  and  6  percent  of  the  turkey  in  the  RGRA. 

Aquatic 

Grape  Creek  flows  through  the  WSA  providing  a  stream 
fishery  habitat.  This  is  the  only  perennial  stream  in  the  WSA 
and  provides  approximately  6  miles  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat.  Before  livestock  were  deferred  from  grazing  along 
Grape  Creek,  the  riparian  habitat  was  in  poor  condition 
and  contributed  to  the  decrease  of  the  brown  and  rainbow 
trout  fishery  and  an  increase  in  the  nongame  (mainly  suckers) 
fishery.  Since  livestock  grazing  has  been  deferred  from  along 
Grape  Creek,  the  riparian  habitat  has  been  improving. 

Fish  populations  in  streams  of  the  size  and  structure  of  Grape 
Creek,  in  this  general  area,  vary  between  80  and  120  pounds 
per  acre.  It  is  believed  that  Grape  Creek  is  in  this  category; 
however,  a  detailed  inventory  has  not  been  completed. 
Therefore,  in  this  document,  the  figure  of  100  pounds  per 
acre  is  used.  At  this  time  about  90  percent  of  the  total 
fish  population  is  made  up  of  nongame  species  and  the 
remainder  is  game  species. 
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RECREATION  RESOURCES 

The  topography  in  the  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSA  is  steep 
and  rugged  with  rather  sparse  vegetation. 

This  WSA  has  outstanding  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation  such  as  hiking,  horseback  riding,  and  backpacking 
in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting.  Some 
back-country  vehicle  use  occurs  on  a  number  of  dead-end 
spurs  around  the  southwestern  perimeter  of  the  WSA; 
however,  topography  limits  this  back-country  vehicle  use 
in  other  locations  within  the  WSA. 

There  are  a  total  of  275  annual  recreation  days,  which  include 
about  100  annual  recreation  days  (hiking,  backpacking,  etc.) 
and  125  annual  angler  days.  About  90  percent  of  these 
uses  occur  along  the  Grape  Creek  corridor.  Hunting  use 
totals  about  25  annual  hunter  days  and  occurs  throughout 
the  WSA.  Trail  bike  use  and  other  back-country  vehicle 
travel  totaling  about  25  annual  recreation  days  are  limited 
to  existing  ways  and  trails  around  the  southwestern  perimeter 
of  the  WSA.  The  RGRA  has  approximately  23,000  annual 
recreation  days  of  back-country  vehicle  use. 

The  Grape  Creek  corridor  is  the  major  scenic  attraction 
within  this  WSA.  Sidewalk  are  steep  and  rugged.  Riparian 
vegetation  along  the  creek  is  attractive.  Outside  the  corridor, 
lands  are  moderately  sloping  to  steep  and  rugged  and  are 
interspersed  with  narrow  drainages  containing  dry,  sandy 
streambeds. 


WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

The  WSA  contains  four  parcels  contiguous  with  the  Great 
Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area  with  elevations  varying  from 
7,700  to  9,400  feet.  These  parcels  are  made  up  of  sandy 
soils  with  typical  low-growing  dune  vegetation  such  as  Indian 
ricegrass  and  sand  dropseed.  The  largest  parcel  in  Sees.  2 
and  11  is  an  active  dune.  The  small  parcel  adjacent  to  the 
northern  WSA  boundary  is  dissected  by  two  intermittent 
drainages  on  the  side  slopes  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  Range. 
Active  sand  dunes,  approximately  60  to  80  feet  in  height, 
occur  in  the  WSA. 

There  are  two  minor  imprints  of  man.  A  way,  consisting 
of  two  wheel  ruts  kept  open  solely  by  the  passage  of  vehicles, 
parallels  the  west  perimeter  of  the  large  parcel  in  Sec.  2. 
The  second  imprint  of  man  is  a  fence  line  paralleling  the 
northern  border  of  the  wilderness  area. 

Basically,  the  proximity  of  the  area  to  the  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  area  is  the  main  factor  in  providing  a  feeling 
of  solitude.  Manmade  influences  (primarily  roads)  outside 
the  WSA  can  be  seen.  The  majority  of  the  wilderness  values 
in  this  WSA  exists  because  it  is  contiguous  with  the  Great 
Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area. 

The  WSA  can  be  reached  within  1  day  (5  hours)  of  driving 
from  five  major  population  centers:  Denver,  Boulder, 
Colorado  Springs,  and  Pueblo,  Colorado,  and  Albuquerque, 
New  Mexico,  (approximately  3,100,000  people). 


SAND  CASTLE  (135) 

This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  1,644  acres  of 
land  consisting  of  four  parcels  adjacent  to  the  Great  Sand 
Dunes  Wilderness  area  in  Alamosa  County.  The  WSA  lies 
within  T.  40  N,  R.  12  E,  NMPM,  and  T.  25  S.,  R.  73 
W.,  6th  PM.  (See  Map  3-6.) 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  lies  on  the  eastern  edge  of  a  large  north-trending 
topographic  depression.  It  is  west  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo 
Range  and  is  adjacent  to  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness. 
Most  of  the  land  in  this  WSA  is  gradually  sloping  alluvial 
fans  dissected  by  small  drainages  with  some  exposed  rock 
of  sedimentary  origin. 

Some  amounts  of  barite  occur  in  metamorphic  rocks 
immediately  northwest  of  the  upper  parcel.  No  evidence 
indicates  that  this  extends  into  the  WSA.  An  accurate 
determination  would  require  more  exploration,  but  the 
geologic  and  economic  conditions  do  not  warrant  such 
activities. 

A  low  grade,  5-foot  wide  iron  bearing  vein  occurs  one- 
quarter  mile  southwest  of  the  upper  parcel  of  this  WSA. 
There  appears  to  be  no  structural  extension  into  the  WSA. 
Further  exploration  would  be  necessary  to  delineate  this 
structure,  but  it  is  not  considered  economically  feasible  for 
low  grade  iron  deposits. 

This  WSA  is  considered  to  have  low  potential  for  the 
discovery  or  development  of  mineral  values,  and  current 
information  reveals  there  are  no  mining  claims. 
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CHAPTER  3  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  has  sandy  soils,  little  vegetation,  and  almost  no 
wildlife  habitat.  Although  wildlife  may  pass  through,  none 
are  known  to  live  in  the  WSA. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES 

Three  of  the  parcels,  contiguous  to  the  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  area,  are  continuations  of  the  dune  area.  The 
parcel  of  the  WSA  on  the  northern  boundary  of  the 
wilderness  area  is  located  on  the  foothills  of  the  Sangre 
de  Cristo  Range. 

There  are  a  total  of  75  annual  recreation  days  in  the  Sand 
Castle  WSA,  which  includes  about  5  annual  recreation  days 
of  hiking  and  70  annual  recreation  days  of  back-country 
vehicle  use.  This  use  is  dispersed  throughout  the  three  parcels 
adjacent  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  area.  Recreation  opportunities  exist  primarily 
because  the  WSA  is  contiguous  to  the  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  area.  The  parcels  adjacent  to  the  dunes  have 
the  characteristics  to  attract  and  sustain  dune  buggy  activity; 
however,  there  are  other  areas  nearby  better  suited  for  such 
use.  In  comparison,  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  has 
approximately  10,000  annual  recreation  days  of  back- 
country  vehicle  use. 


rise  from  7,700  feet  at  the  surrounding  valley  floor  to  9,300 
feet  at  the  highest  point. 

The  WSA  has  pinon  and  juniper  stands  scattered  throughout 
the  area.  There  are  several  imprints  of  man  within  the  WSA 
including  various  ways,  several  small  check  dams,  fence 
lines,  and  a  mining  exploration  area  that  are  visible  from 
different  locations  within  the  WSA. 

Twisting  drainages,  vegetation,  and  other  topographic 
contours  screen  visitors  from  one  another  within  the  WSA. 
Opportunities  for  solitude  also  exist  within  the  gullies  along 
the  eastern  boundary;  however,  highways  and  roads  skirt 
the  entire  perimeter  of  the  unit  and  detract  from  the 
opportunities  for  solitude. 

As  identified  by  the  Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystem  map  of 
ecoregions  in  the  United  States,  San  Luis  Hills  is  the  only 
WSA  in  Colorado  with  sufficient  acreage  in  the  fescue- 
mountain  muhly-prairie  classification  to  represent  this 
diverse  category  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  Province. 

In  Colorado,  other  than  San  Luis  Hills,  there  are 
approximately  600  acres  of  WSA  in  the  fescue-mountain 
muhly-prairie  classification  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Forest 
Province. 

This  WSA  can  be  reached  within  1  day  (5  hours)  of  driving 
from  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico,  and  Pueblo,  Colorado 
(approximately  600,000  people). 


SAN  LUIS  HILLS 


This  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  contains  10,240  acres 
of  land  located  approximately  3  miles  southeast  of  Manassa. 
The  WSA  lies  within  T.  33  N.,  Rs.  10  and  11  E.  and 
T.  34  N.,  Rs.  10  and  1 1  E.,  NMPM.  (See  Map  3-7.) 

WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

This  WSA,  located  in  the  southeastern  corner  of  the  San 
Luis  Valley,  consists  of  a  series  of  interconnected  hills  that 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  is  located  at  the  confluence  of  two  major  structural 
trends.  Ore  deposits  are  commonly  localized  at  such  trend 
intersections.  The  structural  trends  involved  are  the  Rio 
Grande  rift  and  the  San  Juan  volcanic  field.  The  King 
Turquoise  Mine,  an  intrusive  center  northeast  of  the  unit, 
is  surrounded  by  advanced  argillic  alteration.  This  type  of 
alteration,  apparently  extending  into  the  WSA,  is  often 
associated  with  base  and  precious  metal  deposits.  The  WSA 
contains  felsic  intrusive  bodies  that  may  be  related  to  the 
alteration  zone. 

Although  alteration  characteristics  show  some  potential  for 
deposition  of  base  and  precious  metals,  a  reconnaissance 
geologic  investigation  provided  no  evidence  of 
mineralization. 

Mineral  resources  were  indicated  as  being  present  or  having 
potential  based  on  information  collected  during  the  inventory 
process.  Identified  areas  of  potential  mineralization  or  areas 
having  been  previously  prospected  for  minerals  were  field 
checked  to  determine  the  mineral  resource  value  present. 

Based  on  the  information  used,  the  WSA  is  considered  to 
have  low  mineral  potential.  Current  information  reveals  there 
are  67  mining  claims  within  the  WSA  totaling  approximately 
1,340  acres. 
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CHAPTER  3  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


WILDLIFE  RESOURCES 

This  WSA  provides  habitat  for  approximately  150  mule 
deer  and  85  antelope. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Area  (SLRA)  are  estimated  at  2,000  mule  deer 
and  2,300  antelope.  Estimated  populations  in  the  WSA 
represent  8  percent  of  the  mule  deer  and  4  percent  of  the 
antelope  in  the  SLRA. 

RECREATION  RESOURCES 

The  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  is  characterized  by  rolling, 
interconnected  hills  interspersed  with  twisting  valleys.  The 
northern  portion  of  the  unit  has  some  steep  cliffs. 


The  diversity  of  the  topography  provides  opportunities  for 
primitive  recreation  such  as  hiking,  horseback  riding,  and 
backpacking  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting.  The  WSA  is  very  accessible  for  back-country  vehicle 
and  trail  bike  activity,  which  is  limited  to  existing  ways 
and  trails. 

A  total  of  approximately  350  annual  recreation  days,  which 
include  about  35  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking  and 
backpacking,  occurs  in  John  James  Canyon  and  in  the  higher 
elevations  of  the  WSA.  Hunting  use  totals  about  1 50  annual 
hunter  days  and  is  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA.  Back- 
country  vehicle  travel  totaling  about  165  annual  recreation 
days  occurs  in  John  James  Canyon,  along  the  western 
boundary,  and  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  WSA. 
In  comparison,  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  has  approx- 
imately 10,000  annual  recreation  days  of  back-country 
vehicle  use. 
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CHAPTER  4.     ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


INTRODUCTION 


The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  analyze  the  expected  impacts 
and  consequences  of  wilderness  designation  or  nondesig- 
nation  on  the  affected  environment  described  in  Chapter 
3.  Each  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  is  analyzed  by  the 
alternatives  and  by  each  issue  in  Chapter  1 . 

All  figures  and  projections  used  are  approximate  and  are 
based  on  the  best  available  data. 

Also  for  the  purpose  of  this  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS),  short-term  impacts  are  those  occurring  within  5  years 
after  designation.  Long-term  impacts,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  EIS,  are  those  occurring  more  than  5  years  after 
designation. 


UNIT-by-UNIT  ANALYSIS 


Each  WSA  is  individually  assessed  by  resource  for  impacts 
resulting  from  wilderness  designation  or  nondesignation. 
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CHAPTER  4.    ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


BROWNS  CANYON  (002) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  A  -  ALL 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-1)  6,614 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  6,614 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  6,614  acres  recommended 
as  suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  the  entire 
WSA.  The  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in  drainages 
and  gulches  such  as  Little  and  Middle  Cottonwood  Creeks, 
Cottonwood  Creek,  Spring  Gulch,  Sawmill  Gulch,  Green 
Gulch,  and  other  remote  areas  of  the  WSA  would  be 
protected. 

The  five  spring  developments  planned  to  protect  the  spring 
sources  and  enhance  wildlife  habitat  would  be  compatible 
with  wilderness  and  would  be  developed.  One-time  use  of 
a  helicopter  would  disturb  solitude  and  naturalness  along 
the  flight  path  and  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  spring 
project  for  less  than  1  hour. 

Since  no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  projected 
on  any  of  the  nine  mining  claims  and  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  harvest  would  not  occur,  wilderness  values  would 
be  preserved  on  the  entire  WSA. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire 
WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 

Impacts  on  Locatabte  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  6,614  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation. 

Mineral  development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  nine 
claims  (approximately  180  acres),  if  proven  valid.  However, 
since  mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered 
low,  no  valid  rights  are  anticipated  and  mineral  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected.  Because  of  the  small  size 
and  distance  from  a  processing  facility,  the  small  perlite 
deposit  on  the  east  side  of  Ruby  Mountain  is  not  expected 
to  be  developed. 

The  withdrawal  would  not  cause  significant  adverse  effects 
to  mineral  exploration  and  development  because  the 
development  potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 


Conclusion:  The  entire  6,614  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of  up  to  approxi- 
mately 180  acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  nine  existing  mining 
claims.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low 
development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

Under  this  alternative,  approximately  100,682  cords  of  pinon 
and  juniper  over  160-year  rotation  age  would  not  be 
harvested  on  3,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  timber  production  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands 
with  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over  160-year  rotation 
age)  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National 
Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood 
over  the  next  160  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  100,682 
cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would  be  about  1 8  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  about  2  percent 
of  the  total  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land  combined. 

The  potential  1,976  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  on  65  operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL) 
would  not  be  harvested  over  120-year  rotation  age  under 
this  alternative. 

In  comparison  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation 
age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA.  The 
nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  1,976  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
in  this  WSA  is  about  1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest 
in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  harvest  of 
100,682  cords  of  firewood  and  1,976  Mbf  of  sawtimber.  This 
represents  about  2  percent  of  the  firewood  and  substantially  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  total  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Under  this  alternative,  wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected 
and  current  estimated  populations  of  160  mule  deer  and 
135  bighorn  sheep  would  be  unchanged.  In  comparison, 
there  are  an  estimated  7,000  mule  deer  and  300  bighorn 
sheep  in  the  RGRA. 
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CHAPTER  4.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


The  five  spring  developments  described  in  Chapter  2 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Management)  would  be  constructed. 
However,  these  springs  are  not  expected  to  increase  wildlife 
populations. 

Since  no  other  projects  are  proposed,  wildlife  habitat  would 
neither  be  improved  nor  disturbed.  Therefore,  under 
wilderness  designation,  habitat  and  populations  would 
remain  at  or  near  the  present  level  and  condition. 

Conclusion:  Midlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  160  mule  deer  and  135  bighorn 
sheep  would  be  unchanged. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation,  hiking,  backpacking,  and 
hunting  would  remain  at  25  annual  recreation  days  and 
would  occur  north  of  Spring  Gulch  in  a  wilderness  setting. 
There  are  no  planned  projects  that  would  affect  recreation 
use  in  this  WSA. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  25  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  and  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  B 
DESIGNATION 


NO  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 
Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 


0 
6,614 


The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

The  five  spring  developments  proposed  as  wildlife  projects 
would  have  almost  no  impact  on  the  wilderness  values 
because  of  their  small  size  and  the  short  time  (2  to  3  days) 
needed  to  develop  each  spring. 

The  planned  harvest  and  thinning  of  woodlands  (pinon  and 
juniper)  and  PFL  (ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir)  and 
associated  access  would  disturb  primarily  the  vegetation  on 
a  total  of  approximately  3,975  acres.  The  forestry  projects 
would  be  done  in  more  rolling  terrain  north  of  Spring  Gulch. 
Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  this  land  for  about  60  to 
80  years.  The  noise  impacts  would  result  in  loss  of 
opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  on  the  same  3,975  acres  on  which  the  projects 
would  occur,  plus  an  additional  200  acres  just  south  of 
Spring  Gulch  during  the  time  of  operation. 


Conclusion:  Of  the  6,614  acres  not  recommended  for  designa- 
tion, wilderness  values  would  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  approxi- 
mately 4,000  acres  and  for  the  short  term  on  an  additional  200 
acres.  Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  provided  under 
this  alternative,  the  remaining  2,414  acres  would  probably  remain 
undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their  wilderness 
values. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  6,614  acres  would  continue 
to  be  available  for  exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals.  However,  since  the  mineral  potential  for  the  entire 
WSA  is  considered  low  and  there  are  only  nine  mining 
claims  (approximately  180  acres),  mineral  exploration  or 
development  is  not  expected.  Because  of  the  small  size  and 
distance  from  a  processing  facility,  the  small  perlite  deposit 
on  the  east  side  of  Ruby  Mountain  is  not  expected  to  be 
developed. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry;  however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

About  100,682  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be 
harvested  on  the  total  3,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands 
in  the  WSA  as  timber  production  projects.  These  projects 
would  take  place  north  of  Spring  Gulch. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA). 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood  over  the  next  160  years. 
The  harvest  of  100,682  cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  is 
about  18  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA 
and  about  2  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 

The  1,976  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  65 
operable  acres  of  PFL  in  this  WSA  would  be  harvested 
over  rotation  age  of  120  years.  Harvest  would  occur  south 
of  Cottonwood  Creek. 

In  comparison,  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year 
rotation  age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  1,976  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
in  the  WSA  is  about  1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest 
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in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the 
potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 

Conclusion:  About  100,682  cords  of  firewood  and  1,976  Mbfof 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  would  be  produced.  This  represents  about 
2  percent  of  the  firewood  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Five  spring  developments  would  be  constructed  approxi- 
mately one-half  mile  east  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  Green 
Gulch;  near  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  WSA  in  Spring 
Gulch;  approximately  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  WSA  along  Cottonwood  Creek; 
just  east  of  the  Arkansas  River  approximately  one-quarter 
mile  north  of  Cottonwood  Creek;  and  approximately  one- 
quarter  mile  east  of  the  river  along  Middle  Cottonwood 
Creek.  These  springs  would  not  be  expected  to  affect  wildlife 
populations.  However,  harvest  of  3,910  acres  of  woodlands 
and  65  acres  of  PFL  would  improve  wildlife  habitat; 
therefore,  mule  deer  populations  would  increase  from  160 
to  about  180  and  bighorn  sheep  would  increase  from  135 
to  about  140  animals.  In  comparison,  there  are  an  estimated 
7,000  mule  deer  and  300  bighorn  sheep  in  the  RGRA. 

Wildlife  within  the  WSA  would  be  minimally  displaced 
as  a  result  of  disturbance  associated  with  the  access  roads 
for  the  forestry  projects.  Since  the  total  5  miles  of  road 
would  be  closed  and  revegetated  following  completion  of 
the  projects,  wildlife  populations  are  not  expected  to 
decrease. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  populations  would  increase  by  20  mule 
deer  and  5  bighorn  sheep.  This  would  be  a  13  percent  increase  of 
mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  in  the 
RGRA.  Bighorn  sheep  would  increase  by  about  4  percent  in  the 
WSA  and  about  2  percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Existing  use  levels  of  about  25  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  and  hunting  would  continue  in  a 
predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

The  planned  timber  projects  would  not  be  expected  to  impact 
the  amount  of  recreation  use  in  the  WSA.  However,  the 
harvest  of  3,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands,  which  would 
occur  north  of  Spring  Gulch,  could  impact  the  location  where 
some  of  the  use  occurs.  It  is  expected  that  approximately 
12  of  the  existing  25  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
displaced  to  areas  south  of  Spring  Gulch  in  some  of  the 
drainages  and  primitive  areas.  The  total  of  3.5  miles  of 


access  roads  to  be  constructed  for  the  timber  projects  would 
be  closed  to  the  public;  therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts 
to  back-country  vehicle  use.  Also,  since  the  wildlife  spring 
developments  would  not  result  in  increased  wildlife 
populations,  there  would  be  no  increase  in  hunting  use. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  25  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 
About  12  annual  recreation  days  would  shift  to  the  portion  of  the 
WSA  south  of  Spring  Gulch. 


McINTYRE  Hills  (013) 


PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-2)  0 

Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  16,800 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

The  planned  harvest  and  thinning  of  woodlands  (pinon  and 
juniper)  and  productive  forest  land  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  and  associated  access,  proposed  as  timber 
projects,  would  disturb  primarily  the  vegetation  on  a  total 
of  approximately  1,800  acres.  These  projects  would  be  done 
in  more  rolling  terrain  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary 
between  Five  Points  Gulch  and  Mclntyre  Gulch.  Naturalness 
would  be  lost  on  this  land  for  about  60  to  80  years.  The 
noise  impacts  would  result  in  loss  of  opportunities  for  solitude 
and  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  on  the  same  1,800 
acres  on  which  the  projects  would  occur,  plus  an  additional 
800  acres  surrounding  the  projects  during  the  time  of 
operation. 

The  three  water  catchments  and  associated  access  proposed 
as  a  wildlife  habitat  project  would  disturb  approximately 
5  acres.  These  projects  are  expected  to  be  located  near  the 
northern  WSA  boundary  east  of  Mclntyre  Gulch,  near  the 
northern  WSA  boundary  west  of  Sheep  Basin,  and  near 
the  northern  WSA  boundary  east  of  Five  Points  Gulch. 
Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  this  land.  There  would  be 
a  loss  of  solitude  and  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation 
on  approximately  5  additional  acres  surrounding  each  project 
only  during  construction.  However,  construction  time  of  only 
12  days  per  catchment  is  expected. 
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The  oakbrush  burn,  proposed  as  a  wildlife  habitat  project, 
would  disturb  the  vegetation  on  about  100  acres  along  the 
southern  WSA  boundary.  No  road  construction  would  be 
necessary.  This  100  acres  would  be  black  for  approximately 
9  months  after  the  burn;  however,  new  vegetation  would 
then  cover  the  area.  As  a  result,  naturalness  would  be  lost 
on  this  land  for  about  9  months  following  the  burn. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  16,800  acres  not  recommended  for  designa- 
tion, wilderness  values  would  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  approxi- 
mately 1,800  acres  and  for  the  short  term  on  an  additional  900 
acres.  Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  provided  under 
this  alternative,  the  remaining  14,100  acres  would  probably 
remain  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their  wil- 
derness values. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  1 6,800  acres  would  continue 
to  be  available  for  exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals.  However,  since  the  mineral  potential  for  the  entire 
WSA  is  considered  low  and  there  are  only  25  mining  claims 
(approximately  500  acres),  mineral  exploration  or 
development  is  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry;  however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected.  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

A  planned  pinon-juniper  thinning  project  totaling  1,120  acres 
is  within  the  1,190  operable  acres,  which  are  planned  for 
harvest  as  a  timber  production  project.  As  a  result  of  this 
harvest,  allocated  AUMs  are  expected  to  increase  from  700 
to  780  within  5  to  10  years  after  completion  and  would 
be  maintained  at  that  level  thereafter.  This  project  would 
improve  the  forage  condition  on  these  1,120  acres  from 
the  naturally  occurring  poor  condition  to  good. 

Vegetation  manipulation  projects  and  associated  road 
development  projects  would  result  in  some  short-term  loss 
of  AUMs.  This  impact  would  be  offset  by  a  long-term 
increase  of  80  AUMs. 

Conclusion:  Range  improvement  projects  would  result  in  an 
additional  80  allocated  AUMs,  which  is  an  11  percent  increase. 


Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

About  35,105  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be  harvested 
on  the  total  1,190  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  timber  production  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA). 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood  over  the  next  160  years. 
The  harvest  of  35,105  cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  is 
about  6  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and 
about  1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest  on  the  RGRA 
and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 

The  6,977  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  571 
operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL)  in  this  WSA 
would  be  harvested  over  rotation  age  of  120  years. 

In  comparison,  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year 
rotation  age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  6,977  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
over  120-year  rotation  age  in  this  WSA  is  about  3  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

All  the  harvesting  for  timber  production  projects  would  occur 
on  parcels  located  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary 
between  Five  Points  Gulch  and  Mclntyre  Gulch. 

Since  projects  and  associated  road  development  for  wildlife 
projects  would  not  occur  in  the  previously  identified  operable 
acres  of  woodlands  or  PFL,  timber  production  would  not 
be  adversely  affected. 

Conclusion:  About  35,105  cords  of  firewood  and  6,977  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  would  be  produced  This  represents  about 
1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land 


Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Completion  of  several  projects  are  expected  to  result  in 
estimated  increases  in  mule  deer  from  400  to  490,  bighorn 
sheep  from  50  to  65,  and  turkey  from  100  to  125.  Specifically 
these  projects  include  three  water  catchments,  which  would 
increase  mule  deer  by  25;  a  100-acre  oakbrush  burn,  which 
would  increase  mule  deer  by  15;  and  a  forestry  harvest 
project,  which  would  increase  mule  deer  by  50,  bighorn 
sheep  by  15,  and  turkey  by  25.  In  comparison,  total  wildlife 
populations  in  the  RGRA  are  estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer, 
300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200  turkey. 
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It  is  expected  the  three  water  catchments  would  be 
constructed  in  the  following  locations:  near  the  northern 
WSA  boundary  east  of  Mclntyre  Gulch;  near  the  northern 
WSA  boundary  west  of  Sheep  Basin;  and  near  the  northern 
WSA  boundary  east  of  Five  Points  Gulch.  Although  the 
exact  location  of  this  burn  is  not  known,  it  is  presumed 
that  it  would  be  located  on  relatively  level  to  gently  sloping 
terrain  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary. 

As  a  result  of  disturbance  associated  with  access  roads  for 
forestry  and  wildlife  projects,  wildlife  within  the  WSA  would 
be  minimally  displaced.  However,  since  the  total  3  miles 
of  road  would  be  closed  to  the  public  during  actual  project 
development,  and  they  would  remain  closed  following 
completion  of  the  projects,  wildlife  populations  are  not 
expected  to  decrease.  These  projects  would  be  scattered 
throughout  the  WSA  and  the  total  area  of  disturbance  from 
the  roads  providing  access  to  the  projects  would  be  less 
than  4.5  acres. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  improve  and  populations 
would  increase  by  90  mule  deer,  15  bighorn  sheep,  and  25  turkey. 
This  would  be  a  23  percent  increase  of  mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and 
1  percent  in  the  RGRA.  Bighorn  sheep  would  increase  by  30  per- 
cent in  the  WSA  and  5  percent  in  the  RGRA  and  turkey  would 
increase  by  25  percent  in  the  WSA  and  2  percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Existing  use  levels  of  about  30  annual  recreation  days  for 
hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue.  About  70  percent 
of  these  uses  occur  in  Sheep  Basin  and  Five  Points  Gulch. 
Projects  that  would  improve  wildlife  habitat  and  increase 
populations  would  result  in  the  existing  15  annual  hunter 
days  increasing  to  25.  This  use  would  continue  to  be  dispersed 
throughout  the  WSA.  Back-country  vehicle  use  of  60  annual 
recreation  days  would  be  maintained  and  continue  to  be 
limited  to  existing  ways  and  trails  in  Washtub  Gulch  along 
the  southern  WSA  boundary,  in  the  southern  portion  of 
Five  Points  Gulch,  and  the  northern  portion  of  Sheep  Basin. 

The  total  existing  105  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
expected  to  increase  to  115  in  this  alternative.  This  would 
occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

The  timber  and  wildlife  projects  and  associated  access  would 
occur  in  areas  receiving  little  recreation  use.  Therefore,  it 
is  not  expected  that  recreation  use  would  be  affected  by 
these  projects.  The  total  3  miles  of  access  roads  to  be 
constructed  for  these  projects  would  be  closed  to  the  public 
and,  therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  existing  back- 
country  vehicle  use. 


Conclusion:  An  additional  annual  10  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
10  percent  increase,  would  be  expected  All  recreation  use  would 
occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 
Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 


16,800 
16,800 


Wilderness  designation  of  the  16,800  acres  recommended 
suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  the  entire  WSA. 
The  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in  drainages  and 
gulches,  such  as  Five  Points  Gulch  and  Sheep  Basin,  and 
other  remote  areas  of  the  WSA  would  be  protected. 

Since  no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  projected 
on  any  of  the  25  mining  claims  and  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  harvest  and  wildlife  projects  would  not  occur, 
wilderness  values  would  be  expected  to  be  preserved  in 
the  entire  WSA. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire 
WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  16,800  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation. 

Mineral  development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  25 
claims  (approximately  500  acres),  if  proven  valid.  However, 
since  mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered 
low,  no  valid  rights  are  anticipated  and  mineral  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected.  The  withdrawal  would  not 
cause  significant  adverse  effects  to  mineral  exploration  and 
development  because  the  development  potential  for  all 
minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  16,800  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of  up  to  approxi- 
mately 500  acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  25  existing  mining 
claims.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low 
development  potential  for  all  minerals. 
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Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

The  1,120-acre  thinning  would  not  occur;  therefore,  the 
existing  700  AUMs  would  remain  at  the  present  level. 


Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  400  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep, 
and  100  turkey  would  be  unchanged 


Conclusion:  The  current  700  A  UMs  would  be  maintained 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

Under  this  alternative,  approximately  35,105  cords  of  pinon 
and  juniper,  over  160-year  rotation  age,  would  not  be 
harvested  on  1,190  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  timber  production  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands 
with  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over  160-year  rotation 
age)  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National 
Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood 
over  the  next  160  years.  A  harvest  of  35,105  cords  of 
firewood  in  the  WSA  would  be  about  6  percent  of  the 
potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  about  1  percent  of  the 
total  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land  combined. 

The  potential  6,977  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  on  571  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  not  be  harvested 
over  the  120-year  rotation  age  under  this  alternative. 

In  comparison  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation 
age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA.  The 
nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  6,977  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
in  this  WSA  would  be  about  3  percent  of  the  total  potential 
harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation,  hiking  and  backpacking  use 
would  remain  at  30  annual  recreation  days.  About  70  percent 
of  these  uses  would  continue  to  occur  in  Sheep  Basin  and 
Five  Points  Gulch.  Because  of  restrictions  on  back-country 
vehicle  travel,  hunting  use  would  decrease  from  15  to  10 
annual  hunter  days,  which  would  continue  to  be  dispersed 
throughout  the  WSA,  and  the  60  annual  back-country 
vehicle  days  would  not  occur. 

Total  existing  105  annual  recreation  days  would  be  expected 
to  decrease  to  40  in  this  alternative.  This  use  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  65  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  62  percent  of  existing  use.  All  recreation  use  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK  (014) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B      NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-3)  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)         1 1,220 


Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  harvest  of 
35,105  cords  of  firewood  and  6,977  Mbf  of  sawtimber.  This 
represents  about  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  substantially  less 
than  I  percent  of  the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Since  there  are  no  projects  planned,  wildlife  habitat  would 
neither  be  improved  nor  disturbed  and  would  remain  at 
or  near  the  present  level  and  condition  under  wilderness 
designation. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  400  mule  deer,  50  bighorn 
sheep,  and  100  turkey  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers 
compare  with  estimated  resource  area  totals  of  7,000  mule 
deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1 ,200  turkey. 


Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

As  in  all  the  alternatives,  the  mine  on  the  west  side  of 
Horseshoe  Mountain  described  in  the  scenario  in  Chapter 
2,  Mineral  Resource  Management,  would  disturb  approx- 
imately 20  acres.  Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  these  acres. 
Because  of  visual  and  noise  impacts,  opportunities  for 
solitude  and  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  would  be 
lost  on  about  1,000  additional  acres  of  rugged  terrain  around 
the  mine  and  access  road  only  during  the  time  the  mine 
is  in  operation. 

Mineral  exploration  would  probably  occur  on  between  1 
and  1 0  sites  in  the  rugged  pinon-juniper  covered  area  between 
Horseshoe  Mountain  and  the  Green  Mountain  Mine  where 
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there  is  moderate  potential  for  base  and  precious  metals. 
It  is  expected  that  each  exploration  site  would  disturb  less 
than  one-quarter  acre.  A  total  of  up  to  4  acres  of  surface 
disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  construction  of  minor 
access  roads  to  the  exploration  sites.  Naturalness  would  be 
lost  on  these  acres.  Solitude  and  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  would  be  lost  on  about  5  additional  acres  of 
the  land  surrounding  each  of  these  operations  only  during 
exploration  activity. 

The  two  spring  developments  proposed  as  a  livestock  grazing 
project  would  have  almost  no  impact  on  the  wilderness 
values  because  of  their  small  size  and  the  short  time  (2 
to  3  days)  needed  to  develop  each  spring. 

The  three  water  catchments  and  associated  access  proposed 
as  a  wildlife  habitat  project  located  approximately  1  mile 
east  of  Scrapping  Ridges,  approximately  one-half  mile  south 
of  the  junction  of  Pine  Gulch  and  Grape  Creek,  and 
approximately  1  mile  southeast  of  Horseshoe  Mountain, 
would  disturb  about  5  acres.  Naturalness  would  be  lost  on 
this  land.  There  would  be  a  loss  of  solitude  and  primitive 
and  unconfined  recreation  on  approximately  5  additional 
acres  surrounding  each  project  only  during  construction. 
However,  construction  time  of  only  12  days  per  catchment 
is  expected. 

The  planned  harvest  and  thinning  of  woodlands  (pinon  and 
juniper)  and  productive  forest  land  (ponderosa  pine  and 
Douglas-fir)  and  associated  access,  proposed  as  timber  and 
wildlife  habitat  projects,  would  disturb  primarily  the 
vegetation  on  a  total  of  approximately  2,800  acres.  The 
forestry  projects  would  be  done  in  more  rolling,  upland 
terrain  along  the  eastern  WSA  boundary  south  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain;  north  of  Horseshoe  Mountain;  along  the  northern 
WSA  boundary  near  Marsh  Gulch;  south  of  Marsh  Gulch 
along  the  western  WSA  boundary;  and  southwest  of  Upper 
Goat  Park  Gulch.  Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  this  land 
for  about  60  to  80  years.  The  noise  impacts  would  result 
in  loss  of  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  and 
unconfined  recreation  on  the  same  2,800  acres  on  which 
the  projects  would  occur  plus  an  additional  1,000  acres 
surrounding  the  projects  during  the  time  of  operation. 

Planned  aquatic  habitat  improvement  projects  would  be 
designed  to  blend  in  with  the  natural  environment  and  would, 
therefore,  not  impact  wilderness.  However,  solitude  would 
be  temporarily  disturbed  in  the  immediate  area  during  the 
1-week  length  of  the  project  development. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  11,220  acres  not  recommended  for  designa- 
tion, wilderness  values  would  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  approxi- 
mately 2,800  acres  and  the  short  term  on  an  additional  2,000 
acres.  Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  provided  under 
this  alternative,  the  remaining  6,420  acres  would  probably  remain 


undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their  wilderness 
values. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  11,220  acres  would  continue  to  be 
available  for  exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals.  Of  this,  approximately  2,000  acres  between 
Horseshoe  Mountain  and  the  Green  Mountain  Mine  are 
estimated  to  have  moderate  mineral  potential  for  base  and 
precious  metals  and  approximately  9,220  acres  in  the  rest 
of  the  WSA  are  estimated  to  have  low  potential  for  discovery 
of  mineral  deposits. 

Potential  exists  for  extracting  and  processing  known  mineral 
deposits  on  156  claims  (approximately  3,120  acres)  in  the 
WSA  when  the  economic  conditions  are  conducive  to  these 
activities.  The  known  mineral  deposits  in  the  area  are 
considered  to  have  low  to  moderate  potential  for  economic 
development  at  this  time.  Since  there  is  a  high  concentration 
of  claims  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain,  it 
is  assumed  that  one  mine  would  be  developed  in  this  area 
resulting  in  production  of  an  unknown  amount  of  silver 
and  the  associated  by-products  of  copper  and  lead. 

The  remaining  8,100  acres,  which  currently  have  no  mining 
claims,  would  remain  open  to  further  exploration;  however, 
based  on  the  low  to  moderate  potential  for  economic 
development,  no  additional  discovery  or  production  is 
anticipated  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry.  Production  of  an  unknown  amount  of  silver  and  the  asso- 
ciated by-products  of  copper  and  lead  is  projected  from  one  small 
mine  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain. 


Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

Planned  pinon-juniper  thinning  projects  totaling  1,160  acres 
are  within  1,910  operable  acres  planned  for  harvest  as  a 
timber  production  project.  As  a  result  of  this  harvest, 
allocated  AUMs  are  expected  to  increase  from  231  to  291 
within  5  to  10  years  after  completion  and  would  be 
maintained  at  that  level  thereafter.  This  project  would 
improve  the  natural  range  condition  on  these  1,160  acres 
from  poor  to  good. 

Two  spring  developments  would  also  be  constructed;  one 
near  the  southern  WSA  boundary  at  the  beginning  of  Goat 
Park  Gulch  and  the  second  close  to  the  western  WSA 
boundary  near  the  beginning  of  Sawmill  Gulch.  Both  would 
provide  livestock  water  to  other  areas  where  no  livestock 
water  previously  existed.  This  would  result  in  better 
distribution  of  livestock. 
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Because  the  rugged  terrain  and  lack  of  existing  forage 
currently  limits  grazing  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain,  no  impact  to  livestock  grazing  would  occur  if 
a  mine  were  developed. 

Since  projects  and  associated  road  development  for  timber 
or  wildlife  projects  would  be  scattered  throughout  the  WSA 
and  little  surface  disturbance  would  occur,  forage  production 
and  livestock  management  would  not  be  adversely  affected. 

Conclusion:  Range  improvement  projects  would  result  in  an 
additional  60  allocated  AUMs,  which  is  a  26 percent  increase. 
Also,  livestock  distribution  would  be  expected  to  improve. 


Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

About  43,930  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be  harvested 
on  the  total  1,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  timber  production  projects.  Also  approximately  8,000 
cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be  harvested  as  a  result 
of  the  500-acre  pinon-juniper  clearcut  to  be  completed  as 
a  wildlife  habitat  improvement  project  described  in  Chapter 
2  (Wildlife  Habitat  Management).  A  combined  total  of 
approximately  51,930  cords  would  be  harvested  from  both 
timber  and  wildlife  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA). 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood  over  the  next  160  years. 
The  harvest  of  5 1 ,930  cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would 
be  about  9  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA 
and  about  1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 

The  8,558  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  389 
operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL)  in  this  WSA 
would  be  harvested  over  rotation  age  of  120  years. 

In  comparison,  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year 
rotation  age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  8,558  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
over  120-year  rotation  age  in  this  WSA  is  about  4  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

All  the  harvesting  for  firewood  and  sawtimber  production 
projects  would  occur  on  parcels  located  along  the  eastern 
WSA  boundary  south  of  Horseshoe  Mountain;  north  of 
Horseshoe  Mountain;  along  the  northern  WSA  boundary 
near  Marsh  Gulch;  south  of  Marsh  Gulch  along  the  western 
WSA  boundary;  and  southwest  of  Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch. 


Development  of  a  mine  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain  would  have  no  impact  on  timber  production  since 
the  planned  harvest  areas  are  not  close  to  the  possible  mine 
site  and  since  few  trees  are  on  the  mine  site  itself. 

Since  projects  and  associated  road  development  for  wildlife 
projects  would  not  occur  in  the  previously  identified  operable 
acres  of  woodlands  or  PFL,  timber  production  would  not 
be  adversely  affected. 

Conclusion:  About  51,930  cords  of  firewood  and  8,558  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  would  be  produced.  This  represents  about 
1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Terrestrial 

Installation  of  three  water  catchments  are  expected  to  result 
in  estimated  increases  in  mule  deer  from  280  to  300,  bighorn 
sheep  from  28  to  33,  and  turkey  from  100  to  140.  These 
catchments  would  be  located  approximately  1  mile  east  of 
Scrapping  Ridges;  approximately  one-half  mile  south  of  the 
junction  of  Pine  Gulch  and  Grape  Creek;  and  approximately 
1  mile  southeast  of  Horseshoe  Mountain.  It  is  estimated 
that  mule  deer  and  bighorn  sheep  would  also  increase  by 
50  and  5  respectively  as  a  result  of  a  500-acre  pinon-juniper 
clearcut  project  located  approximately  one-third  mile  east 
of  Sunset  City  Gulch.  It  is  also  estimated  that  mule  deer 
would  increase  by  50  as  a  result  of  a  forestry  harvest  of 
sawtimber  and  firewood. 

In  comparison,  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200 
turkey. 

As  a  result  of  disturbance  associated  with  the  mine 
development,  (described  in  Chapter  2);  mining  exploration; 
and  access  roads  for  forestry  and  wildlife  projects;  wildlife 
within  the  WSA  would  be  minimally  displaced.  However, 
since  the  total  13  miles  of  road  would  be  closed  to  the 
public  during  actual  project  development,  and  they  would 
remain  closed  following  completion  of  the  projects,  wildlife 
populations  are  not  expected  to  decrease.  These  projects 
would  be  scattered  throughout  the  WSA  and  the  total  area 
of  disturbance  from  the  mine  and  roads  providing  access 
to  the  other  projects  would  be  less  than  40  acres. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  and  species  distribution  would 
improve  and  populations  would  increase  by  120  mule  deer,  10 
bighorn  sheep,  and  40  turkey.  This  would  be  a  43  percent 
increase  of  mule  deer  in  the  WSA  and  2  percent  in  the  RGRA. 
Bighorn  sheep  would  increase  by  36  percent  in  the  WSA  and  3 
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percent  in  the  RGRA  and  turkey  would  increase  by  40  percent  in 
the  WSA  and  3  percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Aquatic 

Neither  the  mine  development  described  in  Chapter  2; 
projected  mineral  exploration  activities;  nor  forestry,  range, 
and  terrestrial  wildlife  projects  would  affect  the  aquatic 
habitat  within  the  WSA  since  all  of  these  activities  occur 
outside  the  watershed  influence  of  Grape  Creek. 

Spring  development  projects  to  better  distribute  livestock 
would  stabilize  the  riparian  area  along  Grape  Creek  and 
help  maintain  the  existing  populations.  These  springs  would 
be  developed  near  the  southern  WSA  boundary  at  the 
beginning  of  Goat  Park  Gulch  and  close  to  the  western 
WSA  boundary  near  the  beginning  of  Sawmill  Gulch.  The 
gap  fencing  recently  installed  on  the  west  side  of  Grape 
Creek  is  reversing  the  declining  condition  of  the  riparian 
habitat  by  excluding  livestock  grazing.  The  proposed 
placement  of  rock  gabions  in  Lower  Grape  Creek 
approximately  200  yards  north  of  the  junction  of  Bear  Gulch 
and  Grape  Creek  would  create  a  favorable  pool/riffle  ratio 
for  game  fish.  The  combination  of  these  improvement 
activities  is  expected  to  lead  to  a  50-pound  per  acre  increase 
in  game  fish  and  corresponding  decrease  in  nongame  fish. 

Conclusion:  Existing  riparian  habitat  along  Grape  Creek  would 
improve  and  game  fish  in  Grape  Creek  would  increase  by  500 
percent  or  50  pounds  per  acre  and  nongame  fish  would  decrease 
by  56  percent  or  50  pounds  per  acre. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Existing  use  levels  of  about  100  annual  recreation  days  for 
hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue.  About  90  percent 
of  these  uses  occur  along  the  Grape  Creek  corridor.  A  stream 
improvement  project  and  increase  of  pounds  per  acre  of 
game  fish  would  result  in  an  increase  of  annual  angler  days 
from  125  to  145.  All  of  this  use  occurs  along  the  Grape 
Creek  corridor.  In  addition,  projects  that  would  improve 
wildlife  habitat  and  increase  populations  would  result  in 
the  existing  25  annual  hunter  days  increasing  to  40.  This 
use  would  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 
Back-country  vehicle  use  of  100  annual  recreation  days 
would  be  maintained  and  continue  to  be  limited  to  existing 
ways  and  trails  around  the  western  perimeter  of  the  WSA. 

The  total  existing  350  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
expected  to  increase  to  385  in  this  alternative.  This  would 
occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

Recreation  use  levels  would  not  be  affected  by  the  mine 
development  or  exploration  described  in  the  scenario  in 
Chapter  2  since  it  would  occur  in  areas  generally  not 
receiving  recreation  use.  The  range  and  wildlife  projects 


and  associated  access  would  be  scattered  throughout  the 
WSA  and  would  be  in  areas  receiving  little  recreation  use. 
The  total  13  miles  of  access  roads  to  be  constructed  for 
these  projects  would  be  closed  to  the  public  and,  therefore, 
there  would  be  no  impacts  to  existing  back-country  vehicle 
use. 

Conclusion:  An  additional  annual  35  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
10 percent  increase,  is  expected  All  recreation  use  would  occur  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 


11,220 
11,220 


Wilderness  designation  of  the  11,220  acres  recommended 
suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  approximately 
10,200  acres  of  the  WSA.  Opportunities  for  solitude  in 
the  canyon  along  Grape  Creek,  in  many  of  the  drainages, 
and  in  the  many  remote  areas  of  this  WSA  would  be 
protected. 

Although  the  WSA  would  be  designated  wilderness  under 
this  alternative,  the  mine  and  associated  access  (described 
in  Chapter  2,  Minerals  Resource  Management)  would 
probably  still  occur  as  a  result  of  the  existing  mining  claims. 
Since  there  is  a  concentration  of  claims  on  the  western  side 
of  Horseshoe  Mountain,  it  is  expected  that  a  mine,  which 
would  disturb  approximately  20  acres,  would  be  located 
in  this  area.  Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  these  acres.  Because 
of  visual  and  noise  impacts,  opportunities  for  solitude  and 
primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  would  be  lost  on  about 
1,000  additional  acres  around  the  mine  and  access  road 
only  while  the  mine  is  in  operation. 

The  entire  WSA  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry, 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights.  Mineral  exploration  and 
development  could  occur  on  the  156  claims  (3,120  acres) 
if  they  were  determined  to  have  valid  existing  rights. 
However,  it  is  assumed  only  those  claims  resulting  in  the 
projected  mine  would  prove  valid.  No  mineral  exploration 
would  be  expected  to  occur  under  this  alternative  and  as 
a  result  there  would  be  no  surface  disturbing  impacts. 

Also  the  range,  timber,  and  wildlife  projects  proposed  under 
the  no  wilderness  alternative  would  not  occur. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  11,220  acres  recommended  for  designation, 
wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  10,200  acres  and  given 
long-term  protection.  Wilderness  values  are  projected  to  be  lost  for 
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the  long  term  on  approximately  20  acres  and  the  short  term  on  an 
additional  1,000  acres. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  11,220  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation.  Of  the  total  acres  in  the  WSA,  approximately 
2,000  acres  between  Horseshoe  Mountain  and  the  Green 
Mountain  Mine  are  estimated  to  have  moderate  potential 
for  base  and  precious  metals  and  approximately  9,220  acres 
are  estimated  to  have  low  potential  for  discovery  of  mineral 
deposits. 

Mineral  development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  156 
claims  (approximately  3,120  acres),  if  proven  valid.  It  is 
projected  that  development  of  one  mine  and  subsequent 
production  of  an  unknown  amount  of  silver  and  the 
associated  by-products  of  copper  and  lead  would  occur  as 
in  the  no  wilderness  alternative.  Future  exploration  would 
be  precluded  on  the  remaining  8,100  acres. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  11,220  acres  in  the  WSA  would  be  with- 
drawn from  mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of 
up  to  approximately  3,120  acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  156 
existing  mining  claims.  Production  of  an  unknown  amount  of 
silver  and  the  associated  by-products  of  copper  and  lead  is  pro- 
jected from  one  small  mine  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain. 

Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

Two  spring  developments  would  be  constructed  near  the 
southern  WSA  boundary  at  the  beginning  of  Goat  Park 
Gulch  and  the  second  near  the  western  WSA  boundary 
close  to  the  beginning  of  Sawmill  Gulch.  These  would 
provide  water  to  other  areas  where  livestock  water  did  not 
previously  exist  and  would  result  in  better  distribution  of 
livestock.  No  additional  projects  would  be  constructed; 
therefore,  the  existing  23 1  AUMs  would  remain  at  the  present 
level.  Also  because  the  rugged  terrain  and  lack  of  existing 
forage  currently  limits  grazing  in  that  area,  no  impact  to 
livestock  grazing  would  occur  if  the  mine  were  developed. 

Conclusion:  The  current  231  AUMs  would  be  maintained  and 
livestock  distribution  would  improve. 


Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

Under  this  alternative,  approximately  43,930  cords  of  pinon 
and  juniper,  over  160-year  rotation  age,  would  not  be 
harvested  on  1,910  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  a  timber  production  project.  Since  a  500-acre  pinon- 
juniper  clearcut  to  be  completed  as  a  wildlife  project 
described  in  Chapter  2  (Wildlife  Habitat  Management) 
would  not  occur  under  this  alternative,  the  harvest  of  8,000 
cords  of  firewood  would  be  precluded. 

In  comparison  there  are  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands 
with  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over  160-year  rotation 
age)  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National 
Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood 
over  the  next  160  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  51,930  cords 
of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would  be  about  9  percent  of  the 
potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  about  1  percent  of  the 
total  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land  combined. 

The  potential  8,558  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  on  389  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  not  be  harvested 
over  120-year  rotation  age  under  this  alternative. 

In  comparison  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation 
age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA.  The 
nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  8,558  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
in  this  WSA  would  be  about  4  percent  of  the  total  potential 
harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  harvest  of 
51,930  cords  of  firewood  and  8,558  Mbf  of  sawtimber.  This 
represents  about  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  substantially  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Terrestrial 

This  alternative  would  preclude  surface  disturbing  activities 
with  the  exception  of  impacts  from  the  mine  on  the  western 
side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain  described  in  the  no  wilderness 
alternative  in  Chapter  2.  As  a  result  of  disturbance  associated 
with  the  mine  development,  wildlife  within  the  WSA  would 
be  minimally  displaced.  Since  the  total  area  of  disturbance 
would  only  be  20  acres,  changes  in  wildlife  populations 
are  not  expected. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  280  mule  deer,  28  bighorn 
sheep,  and  100  turkey  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers 
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compare  with  estimated  resource  area  totals  of  7,000  mule 
deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200  turkey. 

Conclusion:  Midlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  280  mule  deer,  28  bighorn  sheep, 
and  100  turkey  would  be  unchanged 

Aquatic 

Wilderness  designation  would  protect  existing  aquatic 
habitat;  therefore,  present  fish  populations  would  remain 
at  approximately  100  pounds  per  acre  and  consist  of 
approximately  90  percent  nongame  species  and  10  percent 
game  species. 

Since  the  mine  development  described  in  Chapter  2  is  not 
near  Grape  Creek  and  no  mineral  exploration  is  expected, 
no  impacts  to  aquatic  habitat  are  anticipated  from  these 
activities. 

Spring  development  projects  to  better  distribute  livestock 
would  stabilize  the  riparian  area  along  Grape  Creek  and 
help  maintain  the  existing  populations.  The  gap  fencing 
recently  installed  on  the  west  side  of  Grape  Creek  is  reversing 
the  declining  condition  of  the  riparian  habitat  by  excluding 
livestock  grazing.  However,  these  projects  by  themselves  are 
not  expected  to  increase  game  fish  populations. 

Conclusion:  Existing  riparian  habitat  would  be  protected  and 
current  game  fish  populations  in  Grape  Creek  of  approximately 
10  pounds  per  acre  and  nongame  fish  populations  of  approxi- 
mately 90  pounds  per  acre  would  be  maintained 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation,  hiking  and  backpacking  use 
would  remain  at  100  annual  recreation  days;  fishing  use 
would  remain  at  125  annual  angler  days.  Because  of 
restrictions  on  motorized  vehicle  travel,  hunting  use  would 
decrease  from  25  to  15  annual  hunter  days  and  the  100 
annual  back-country  vehicle  days  would  not  occur.  About 
90  percent  of  the  recreation  use  would  continue  to  occur 
along  Grape  Creek,  except  hunting,  which  would  continue 
to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 

Total  existing  350  annual  recreation  days  would  be  expected 
to  decrease  to  240  in  this  alternative.  This  use  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting. 

Since  little  recreation  use  is  occurring  in  the  area  near  the 
mine  development  or  exploration  described  in  the  scenario 
in  Chapter  2,  no  impacts  would  be  expected  to  occur. 


Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  110  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  31  percent.  All  recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  wil- 
derness setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  C 
DESIGNATION 


PARTIAL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-4)  7,300 

Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  3,920 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)         1 1,220 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  7,300  acres  recommended 
as  suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  this  portion 
of  the  WSA.  The  existing  natural  values  of  the  WSA  would 
not  be  disturbed.  Outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in 
the  canyon  along  Grape  Creek,  in  many  of  the  side  canyons 
and  drainages,  and  in  the  many  remote  and  rugged  areas 
of  this  WSA  would  be  protected. 

The  entire  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  are  subject  to  claims  with  valid  existing  rights. 
None  of  the  90  claims  (approximately  1,800  acres)  are 
expected  to  prove  valid  and,  therefore,  no  exploration  nor 
development  would  occur. 

The  range  and  timber  projects  within  these  7,300  acres  that 
would  be  completed  under  the  no  wilderness  alternative 
would  not  occur.  Therefore,  protection  of  all  wilderness 
values  would  continue  in  this  area. 

Wilderness  values  on  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended 
as  suitable  would  not  be  protected  by  wilderness  designation. 
As  in  the  other  alternatives,  the  mine  on  the  western  side 
of  Horseshoe  Mountain  described  in  Chapter  2,  Mineral 
Resource  Management,  would  disturb  approximately  20 
acres.  Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  these  acres.  Because 
of  visual  and  noise  impacts,  opportunities  for  solitude  and 
primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  would  be  lost  on  about 
1,000  acres  of  rugged  terrain  around  the  mine  and  access 
road  only  during  the  time  the  mine  is  in  operation. 

Also  in  the  portion  not  recommended,  mineral  exploration 
would  probably  occur  on  between  1  and  6  sites  around 
Horseshoe  Mountain  since  this  is  considered  the  area  with 
moderate  potential  for  base  and  precious  metals.  It  is 
expected  that  each  exploration  site  would  disturb  less  than 
one-quarter  acre.  A  total  of  up  to  1.5  acres  of  surface 
disturbance  would  occur  as  a  result  of  construction  of  minor 
access  roads  to  the  exploration  sites.  Naturalness  would  be 
lost  on  these  acres.  Solitude  and  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  would  be  lost  on  about  5  acres  of  the  lands 
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surrounding  each  of  these  operations  only  during  exploration 

activity. 

Also  within  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended,  the  planned 
harvest  and  thinning  of  woodlands  and  PFL  and  associated 
access,  proposed  as  timber  and  wildlife  habitat  projects, 
would  disturb  a  total  of  approximately  1,100  acres  of  the 
total  2,800  acres  that  would  be  lost  under  the  no  wilderness 
alternative.  The  forestry  projects  would  be  done  in  more 
rolling,  upland  terrain  along  the  eastern  WSA  boundary 
south  of  Horseshoe  Mountain;  north  of  Horseshoe  Mountain; 
along  the  northern  WSA  boundary  near  Marsh  Gulch;  south 
of  Marsh  Gulch  along  the  western  WSA  boundary;  and 
southwest  of  Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch.  The  wildlife  project 
would  be  approximately  one-third  mile  east  of  Sunset  City 
Gulch.  Naturalness  and  visual  quality  would  be  lost  on  this 
land.  Although  500  acres  of  the  total  1,100  acres  would 
be  a  thinning  project  only  and  the  impact  to  visual  qualities 
and  naturalness  would  be  less  than  the  other  areas  to  be 
harvested,  this  project  would  still  be  noticeable  in  the 
predominantly  natural  upland  terrain  of  the  WSA.  The  noise 
impacts  would  result  in  a  loss  of  opportunities  for  solitude 
and  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  on  the  same  1,100 
acres  on  which  projects  would  occur  plus  an  additional 
500  acres  around  these  projects  only  during  the  time  of 
operation. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  total  11,220  acres  in  this  WSA,  7,300  acres 
would  be  designated  wilderness  and  given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  expected  to  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on 
approximately  1,200  acres  and  for  the  short  term  on  an  additional 
1,500  acres.  Although  no  long-term  protection  would  be  provided, 
wilderness  values  are  expected  to  remain  undisturbed  on  an  addi- 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  except  for  those  mining  claims  with  proven  valid 
existing  rights  prior  to  designation. 

On  the  portion  recommended  for  wilderness,  mineral 
development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  90  claims 
(approximately  1,800  acres)  if  they  prove  valid.  Since  the 
heaviest  concentrations  of  mining  claims  are  around  the 
western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain  and  outside  the 
recommended  portion  of  the  WSA,  it  is  assumed  that  none 
of  these  claims  would  prove  valid.  Therefore,  no  further 
exploration  nor  development  is  expected  on  these  90  claims. 
Of  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  designation,  the 
remaining  5,500  acres  not  covered  by  mining  claims  would 
be  closed  to  mineral  exploration  or  development. 

The  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  would 
continue  to  be  available  for  exploration  and  development 
of  locatable  minerals.  Potential  exists  for  extracting  and 
processing  the  known  mineral  deposits  on  66  claims 
(approximately  1,320  acres)  when  the  economic  conditions 
are  conducive  to  these  activities.  Since  there  is  a  high 
concentration  of  claims  around  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain,  it  is  assumed  that  one  mine  would  be  developed 
in  this  area  resulting  in  the  production  of  an  unknown  amount 
of  silver  and  the  associated  by-products  of  copper  and  lead 
as  in  the  other  alternatives. 

The  following  chart  summarizes  mineral  exploration  and 
development  potential  for  this  alternative. 


%  the  portion  recommended  nonsuitable. 

Mineral  Potential 

Mining  Claims 

Mines 
Expected 

Acres 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

7,300 

(recommended 

suitable) 

6,100  acres 

1 ,200  acres 

0 

90  claims 

(approximately 

1,800  acres) 

None 

3,920 

(recommended 

unsuitable) 

3,120  acres 

800  acres 

0 

66  claims 

(approximately 

1,320  acres) 

1 

11,220 
(entire  WSA) 

9,220  acres 

2,000  acres 

0 

156  claims 

(approximately 

3,120  acres) 

1 
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Conclusion:  The  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  subject  to  proven 
valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  and  development  could  continue 
on  the  remaining  3,920  acres  of  land  not  recommended  for  wil- 
derness designation.  Production  of  an  unknown  amount  of  silver 
and  the  associated  by-products  of  copper  and  lead  is  projected 
from  the  same  small  mine  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain,  as  in  the  no  wilderness  and  all  wilderness  alternatives. 

Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

On  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness,  the  two 
spring  developments  described  in  the  no  wilderness 
alternative  would  be  constructed.  These  spring  developments, 
one  near  the  southern  WSA  boundary  at  the  beginning  of 
Goat  Park  Gulch  and  the  second  close  to  the  western  WSA 
boundary  near  the  beginning  of  Sawmill  Gulch,  would 
distribute  livestock  use  and  allow  grazing  in  areas  that 
previously  had  no  livestock  water. 

On  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  a  500- 
acre  planned  pinon-juniper  thinning  (compared  to  a  total 
of  1,160  total  project  acres,  which  would  be  thinned  under 
the  no  wilderness  alternative)  would  be  completed  as  part 
of  a  timber  resource  project.  This  project  would  provide 
more  forage;  therefore,  allocated  AUMs  are  expected  to 
increase  from  231  to  264  within  5  to  10  years  after 
completion  and  would  be  maintained  at  that  level  thereafter. 
The  thinning  would  also  improve  the  natural  range  condition 
on  these  500  acres  from  poor  to  good. 

Because  rugged  terrain  and  lack  of  existing  forage  currently 
limit  grazing  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe  Mountain, 
no  impact  would  occur  to  livestock  grazing  if  a  mine  were 
developed. 

Since  projects  and  associated  road  development  from  timber 
and  wildlife  projects  would  be  scattered  throughout  this 
portion  of  the  WSA  and  little  surface  disturbance  would 
occur,  forage  production  and  livestock  management  would 
not  be  adversely  affected. 

Conclusion:  Range  improvement  projects  would  result  in  an 
additional  33  allocated  A  UMs,  which  is  a  14  percent  increase,  and 
livestock  distribution  would  improve. 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

On  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness,  32,430 
cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  on  1,410  operable  acres 
of  woodlands  would  remain  unharvested.  About  6,292  Mbf 
of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  sawtimber  on  286  acres 
of  operable  PFL  would  also  remain  unharvested. 


On  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  about 
1 1,500  cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  would  be  harvested 
on  500  operable  acres  of  woodlands  north  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain;  along  the  northern  WSA  boundary  near  Marsh 
Gulch;  and  southwest  of  Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch. 
Approximately  8,000  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would 
also  be  harvested  as  a  result  of  the  500-acre  pinon-juniper 
clearcut  to  be  completed  as  a  wildlife  habitat  improvement 
project  described  in  Chapter  2  (Wildlife  Habitat  Manage- 
ment). The  combined  total  of  approximately  19,500  cords 
would  be  harvested  from  both  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel 
National  Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of 
firewood  over  the  next  160  years.  The  potential  harvest 
of  19,500  cords  of  firewood  in  this  WSA  would  be  about 
3  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest 
in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

Also  on  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness, 
2,935  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  sawtimber 
on  103  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  be  harvested  under 
this  alternative,  and  would  occur  in  locations  southwest  of 
Upper  Goat  Park  Gulch. 

In  comparison  there  are  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  with 
240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation  age)  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  harvest  of  approximately  2,935  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  is  about  1  percent  of  the  total 
potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land  combined. 

Mine  development  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain  would  have  no  impact  on  firewood  and  sawtimber 
production  since  the  planned  harvest  areas  are  not  close 
to  the  possible  mine  site. 

Range  and  wildlife  projects  and  associated  road  development 
would  not  adversely  impact  firewood  and  sawtimber 
production  since  these  projects  would  not  occur  on  the 
previously  identified  operable  acres  of  woodlands  or  PFL. 

Conclusion:  About  19,500  cords  of  the  total  51,930  cords  of 
firewood  in  the  WSA  and  2,935  Mbf  of  the  total  8,558  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  would  be  produced  This  represents  substantially  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land 
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Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Terrestrial 

Since  no  surface  disturbing  activities  would  occur,  the 
existing  wildlife  habitat  on  7,300  acres  would  be  protected 
by  wilderness  designation.  Therefore,  present  populations 
of  182  mule  deer,  18  bighorn  sheep,  and  65  turkey  would 
be  maintained. 

On  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  a  500-acre  pinon-juniper  manipulation  project 
located  approximately  one-third  mile  east  of  Sunset  City 
Gulch  is  expected  to  result  in  improved  wildlife  habitat. 
Therefore,  it  is  expected  that  mule  deer  would  increase  from 
98  to  148  animals  and  bighorn  sheep  from  10  to  15  animals; 
however,  turkey  populations  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA 
would  remain  at  35  birds.  As  a  result  of  forestry  projects, 
an  additional  increase  of  55  mule  deer  would  occur. 

In  comparison  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200 
turkey. 

As  a  result  of  disturbance  associated  with  mineral  exploration 
and  the  mine  development  on  the  western  side  of  Horseshoe 
Mountain  (described  in  Chapter  2),  as  well  as  access  roads 
for  forestry  and  some  wildlife  projects,  wildlife  present  within 
the  portion  not  recommended  for  designation  would  be 
minimally  displaced.  It  is  expected  that  the  total  6  miles 
of  road  would  be  closed  to  the  public  during  actual  project 
development,  and  they  would  remain  closed  following 
completion  of  the  projects.  These  projects  would  be  scattered 
throughout  the  WSA  and  the  total  area  of  disturbance  from 
the  mine  and  roads  providing  access  to  the  other  projects 
would  be  less  than  40  acres.  Therefore,  wildlife  populations 
would  not  be  expected  to  decrease. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  on  7,300  acres 
recommended  for  wilderness  and  would  be  improved  on  portions 
of  the  remaining  3,920  acres  not  recommended  Increases  in  wild- 
life populations  of  105  mule  deer  and  5  bighorn  sheep  would 
occur.  This  would  be  a  38  percent  increase  of  mule  deer  in  the 
WSA  and  1  percent  in  the  RGRA.  Bighorn  sheep  would  increase 
by  18  percent  in  the  WSA  and  2  percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Aquatic 

Since  all  of  the  existing  aquatic  habitat  in  this  WSA  is 
in  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation, 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  in  the  all  wilderness  alternative. 

Conclusion:  Existing  riparian  habitat  would  be  protected  and 
current  game  fish  populations  of  approximately  10  pounds  per 
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acre  and  nongame  fish  populations  of  approximately  90  pounds 
per  acre  in  Grape  Creek  would  be  maintained. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

On  the  7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation, 
the  annual  95  hiking  and  backpacking  recreation  days  and 
the  annual  125  angler  days  would  be  maintained.  All  of 
the  fishing  and  approximately  75  percent  of  the  hiking  and 
backpacking  would  continue  to  occur  along  Grape  Creek. 
Because  of  restricted  back-country  vehicle  travel,  annual 
hunter  days,  which  would  continue  to  be  dispersed 
throughout  the  WSA,  would  decrease  from  approximately 
17  to  12  and  80  annual  back-country  vehicle  recreation 
days  would  not  occur. 

In  this  portion  of  the  WSA,  the  total  existing  estimated 
317  annual  recreation  days  would  be  expected  to  decrease 
to  about  232.  This  use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 

On  the  3,920  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  approximately  5  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue.  Since  wildlife 
projects  to  improve  mule  deer  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
would  occur,  populations  are  expected  to  increase.  Therefore, 
the  existing  8  annual  hunter  days  would  increase  to  about 
13.  Existing  back-country  vehicle  use  of  20  annual  recreation 
days  would  also  continue  on  a  number  of  dead-end  spurs 
around  the  western  perimeter  of  the  WSA. 

In  this  portion  not  recommended  the  total  33  annual 
recreation  days  would  be  expected  to  increase  to  38.  This 
use  would  occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 

Since  development  is  not  likely  to  occur  in  areas  receiving 
recreation  use,  the  projected  mine  described  in  the  scenario 
in  Chapter  2  and  mineral  exploration  would  not  be  expected 
to  impact  recreation  use. 

The  range,  timber,  and  wildlife  projects  and  associated  access 
are  scattered  throughout  the  WSA  and  would  be  in  areas 
receiving  little  use;  therefore,  these  projects  are  not  expected 
to  affect  recreation  use. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use,  in  the  por- 
tion recommended,  would  result  in  a  decrease  of  80  annual 
recreation  days,  which  is  a  reduction  of  23  percent  from  existing 
use.  Recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  on  the 
7,300  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation  and  in  a  pre- 
dominantly primitive  back-country  setting  on  the  remaining  3,920 
acres  not  recommended 
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BEAVER  CREEK  (016) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  C  - 
PARTIAL  WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION— I 

Areas  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-5)  20,750 
Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  5,400 

Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  26,150 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  20,750  acres  recommended 
as  suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  this  portion 
of  the  WSA.  Outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in  the 
canyon  along  Beaver  Creek,  in  West  Mill  Creek,  Trail  Gulch, 
many  of  the  drainages,  and  remote  areas  of  this  WSA  would 
be  protected. 

The  entire  20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  are  subject  to  claims  with  valid  existing  rights. 
However,  since  this  portion  of  the  WSA  has  low  mineral 
potential  and  currently  has  no  mining  claims,  no  exploration 
nor  development  is  expected. 

The  timber  projects  within  these  20,750  acres  that  would 
be  completed  under  the  no  wilderness  alternative  would 
not  occur.  Therefore,  protection  of  all  wilderness  values 
would  continue. 

Wilderness  values  on  the  5,400  acres  not  recommended 
as  suitable  would  not  be  protected  by  wilderness  designation. 
The  planned  harvest  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL)  and 
associated  access,  proposed  as  timber  projects,  would  disturb 
a  total  of  approximately  120  acres  of  the  total  177  acres 
that  would  be  lost  under  the  no  wilderness  alternative.  The 
forestry  projects  would  be  done  in  more  rolling  terrain  west 
of  East  Eightmile  Creek  and  north  of  Little  Turkey  Creek 
along  the  extreme  northeastern  WSA  boundary.  The  noise 
impacts  would  result  in  a  loss  of  opportunities  for  solitude 
and  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  on  the  same  120 
acres  on  which  projects  would  occur  plus  an  additional 
200  acres  around  these  projects  only  during  the  time  of 
operation. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  total  26,150  acres  in  this  WSA,  20,750  acres 
would  be  designated  wilderness  and  given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  expected  to  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on 
approximately  120  acres  and  for  the  short  term  on  an  additional 
200  acres.  Although  no  long-term  protection  would  be  provided 
wilderness  values  are  expected  to  remain  undisturbed  on  an  addi- 
tional 5,080  acres  in  the  portion  recommended  nonsuitable. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  20,750  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  except  for  those  mining  claims  with  proven  valid 
existing  rights  prior  to  designation.  Currently  there  are  no 
claims  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA.  Because  of  the  low 
mineral  potential,  and  lack  of  existing  claims,  it  is  assumed 
there  would  be  no  valid  existing  rights  prior  to  designation. 
Therefore,  no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  The 
withdrawal  would  not  cause  significant  adverse  effects  to 
mineral  exploration  and  development  because  the 
development  potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 

The  5,400  acres,  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  would  continue  to  remain  open  for  mineral 
entry.  However,  since  the  mineral  potential  for  the  entire 
WSA  is  considered  low,  and  there  are  only  four  mining 
claims  (approximately  80  acres),  mineral  exploration  or 
development  is  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  The  20, 750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  subject  to 
proven  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  and  development  could 
continue  on  the  remaining  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wil- 
derness designation.  Mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not 
expected  in  either  portion  of  this  WSA.  There  would  be  no  signifi- 
cant impacts  because  of  the  low  development  potential  for  all 
minerals. 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

On  the  20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness,  12,882 
cords  of  pinon-juniper  firewood  on  493  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  would  remain  unharvested.  About  1,582  Mbf 
of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  sawtimber  on  57  acres 
of  operable  PFL  would  also  remain  unharvested. 

On  the  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  there 
are  no  operable  acres  of  woodlands.  Also  on  the  5,400 
acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  3,560  Mbf  of 
ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  sawtimber  on  120  operable 
acres  of  PFL  would  be  harvested  under  this  alternative. 
Harvest  would  occur  west  of  East  Eightmile  Creek  and  north 
of  Little  Turkey  Creek  along  the  extreme  northeastern  WSA 
boundary. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel 
National  Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of 
firewood  over  the  next  160  years.  There  are  41,000  operable 
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acres  of  PFL  with  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation 
age)  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National 
Forest  plans  to  harvest  approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  over  the  next  120  years.  The  harvest  of 
approximately  3,560  Mbf  of  sawtimber  in  this  WSA  is  about 
1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and 
substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest 
on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

No  other  projects  are  planned  that  would  impact  timber 
production. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  harvest  of 
12,882  cords  of  firewood;  however,  3,560  Mbf  of  the  total  5,142 
Mbf  of  sawtimber  would  be  produced  This  represents  substan- 
tially less  than  1  percent  of  the  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Since  no  surface  disturbing  activities  would  occur  under 
wilderness  designation,  the  existing  wildlife  habitat  on  the 
20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  would  be 
protected. 

On  the  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  no  activities  are  planned  that  would  change 
the  existing  wildlife  habitat.  Since  the  forestry  projects  would 
take  place  on  only  120  acres,  wildlife  habitat  is  not  expected 
to  be  affected. 

Since  no  wildlife  projects  are  proposed  in  either  portion 
of  the  WSA,  existing  populations  of  650  mule  deer,  50 
bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey  would  be  maintained.  In 
comparison  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are  estimated 
at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200  turkey. 

Conclusion:  Existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained  on 
both  the  20, 750  acres  recommended  and  the  5,400  acres  not 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation.  Wildlife  populations 
would  remain  at  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  and  225 
turkey. 


On  the  5,400  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  approximately  1,200  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking,  car  camping,  and  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
continue.  Back-country  vehicle  use  in  this  portion  of  the 
WSA  is  mostly  associated  with  the  car  camping  that  takes 
place.  This  use  would  occur  along  the  western  WSA 
boundary  near  Phantom  Canyon  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting.  The  timber  projects  described 
in  Chapter  2  would  occur  in  areas  receiving  little  recreation 
use.  These  projects  would  not  increase  wildlife  populations 
nor  hunter  days;  therefore,  recreation  use  would  not  be 
affected. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  2,000  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  Recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  on 
the  20, 750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation  and  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting  on  the  remaining 
5,400  acres  not  recommended 


ALTERNATIVE  A  -  ALL  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-6)  26,150 
Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        26,150 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  26,150  acres  recommended 
suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  the  entire  WSA. 

The  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in  drainages  such 
as  West  Mill  Creek,  Trail  Gulch,  and  along  Beaver  Creek 
and  other  remote  areas  of  the  WSA  would  be  protected. 

Since  no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  projected 
on  any  of  the  four  mining  claims  and  the  PFL  harvest  would 
not  occur,  wilderness  values  would  be  expected  to  be 
preserved  in  the  entire  WSA. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire 
WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

On  the  20,750  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  the  800  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking, 
backpacking,  hunting,  and  fishing  would  be  maintained. 
Although  all  the  fishing  would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek,  about 
95  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue 
to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek,  and  along  Beaver 
Creek.  Hunting  would  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 
This  use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  26,150  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation. 
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Mineral  development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  four 
claims  (approximately  80  acres),  if  proven  valid.  However, 
since  mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered 
low,  no  valid  rights  are  anticipated  and  mineral  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected.  The  withdrawal  would  not 
cause  significant  adverse  effects  to  mineral  exploration  and 
development  because  the  development  potential  for  all 
minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  26,150  acres  in  the  WSA  would  be  with- 
drawn from  mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of 
up  to  approximately  80  acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  four 
existing  mining  claims.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development  potential  for  all  minerals. 


Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

Under  this  alternative,  approximately  12,882  cords  of  pinon 
and  juniper,  over  160-year  rotation  age,  would  not  be 
harvested  on  493  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  a  timber  production  project. 

In  comparison  there  are  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands 
with  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over  160-year  rotation 
age)  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National 
Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood 
over  the  next  160  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  12,882  cords 
of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would  be  about  2  percent  of  the 
potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and 
nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 

The  potential  5,142  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  on  177  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  not  be  harvested 
over  the  120-year  rotation  age  under  this  alternative. 

In  comparison  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation 
age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA.  The 
nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  5,142  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
in  this  WSA  would  be  about  2  percent  of  the  total  potential 
harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than  1  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  harvest  of 
12,882  cords  of  firewood  and  5, 142  Mbf  of  sawtimber.  This 
represents  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land 


Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Since  there  are  no  surface  disturbing  activities  nor  projects 
planned  in  the  WSA,  wildlife  habitat  would  neither  be 
improved  nor  disturbed.  Therefore,  it  would  remain  at  or 
near  the  present  level  and  condition  under  wilderness 
designation. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn 
sheep,  and  225  turkey  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers 
compare  with  estimated  resource  area  totals  of  7,000  mule 
deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200  turkey. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep, 
and  225  turkey  would  be  unchanged 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation,  hiking,  backpacking,  and 
fishing  use  would  remain  at  700  annual  recreation  days 
and  hunting  use  would  remain  at  100  annual  hunter  days. 
Although  all  the  fishing  would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek,  about 
90  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue 
to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek,  and  along  Beaver 
Creek.  Hunting  would  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 
Because  of  restrictions  on  back-country  vehicle  travel,  the 
existing  1,200  annual  recreation  days  of  car  camping  and 
back-country  vehicle  travel  along  the  western  boundary  near 
Phantom  Canyon  would  be  precluded.  No  other  activities 
would  occur  that  would  impact  recreation  use. 

Total  existing  2,000  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
expected  to  decrease  to  800  in  this  alternative.  This  use 
would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  1,200  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  60  percent  of  existing  use.  All  recreation  use  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        26,150 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

The  planned  harvest  and  thinning  of  woodlands  (pinon  and 
juniper)  and  PFL  (ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir)  and 
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associated  access,  proposed  as  timber  projects,  would  disturb 
the  vegetation  on  a  total  of  approximately  670  acres.  These 
projects  would  be  done  in  the  more  rolling  terrain  in  the 
southwestern  portion  of  the  WSA  along  the  southern  WSA 
boundary,  west  of  East  Eightmile  Creek,  between  East 
Eightmile  Creek  and  West  Beaver  Creek,  and  north  of  Little 
Turkey  Creek.  Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  this  land  for 
about  60  to  80  years.  The  noise  impacts  would  result  in 
loss  of  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  and 
unconfmed  recreation  on  the  same  670  acres  on  which  the 
projects  would  occur,  plus  an  additional  400  acres 
surrounding  the  projects  during  the  time  of  operation. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  26,150  acres  not  recommended  for  designa- 
tion, wilderness  values  would  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  approxi- 
mately 670  acres  and  the  short  term  on  an  additional  400  acres. 
Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  provided  under  this 
alternative,  the  remaining  25,080  acres  would  probably  remain 
undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their  wilderness 
values. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  26,150  acres  would  remain 
open  to  mineral  entry.  However,  since  the  mineral  potential 
for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered  low  and  there  are  only 
four  claims  (approximately  80  acres),  mineral  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry;  however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

About  1 2,882  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be  harvested 
on  the  total  493  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  timber  production  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA). 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood  over  the  next  160  years. 
The  harvest  of  12,882  cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would 
be  about  2  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA 
and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  potential 
harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land 
combined. 


The  5,142  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  177 
operable  acres  of  PFL  in  this  WSA  would  be  harvested 
over  rotation  age  of  120  years. 

In  comparison,  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year 
rotation  age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  5,142  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
over  120-year  rotation  age  in  this  WSA  is  about  2  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less 
than  1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

All  the  harvesting  of  firewood  and  sawtimber  would  occur 
on  parcels  located  along  the  southern  WSA  boundary  near 
the  extreme  southwestern  portion  of  the  WSA,  west  of  East 
Eightmile  Creek,  between  East  Eight  Mile  Creek  and  West 
Beaver  Creek,  and  north  of  Little  Turkey  Creek. 

Conclusion:  About  12,882  cords  of  firewood  and  5, 142  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  would  be  produced.  This  represents  sub- 
stantially less  than  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 


Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Timber  projects  would  neither  disturb  nor  improve  wildlife 
habitat  and  no  wildlife  projects  are  planned.  Therefore,  the 
habitat  would  remain  at  or  near  present  level  and  condition 
under  no  wilderness  designation. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn 
sheep,  and  225  turkey  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers 
compare  with  estimated  resource  area  totals  of  7,000  mule 
deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200  turkey.  Since  no  other 
projects  would  occur  under  this  alternative,  change  in  wildlife 
populations  are  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep, 
and  225  turkey  would  be  unchanged. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Existing  use  levels  of  about  700  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  and  fishing  would  continue.  About  90 
percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue  to 
occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek,  and  along  Beaver 
Creek.  The  existing  100  annual  hunter  days  are  expected 
to  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA;  however, 
all  the  fishing  would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek.  In  addition 
the  existing  1,200  annual  recreation  days  of  car  camping 
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and  associated  back-country  vehicle  use  are  expected  to 
continue  along  the  western  boundary  near  Phantom  Canyon. 

No  activities  are  planned  that  would  affect  recreation  use; 
as  a  result,  the  existing  2,000  annual  recreation  days  would 
be  maintained  in  this  alternative.  This  use  would  occur  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  2,000  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  All  recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 

ALTERNATIVE  D  -  PARTIAL  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION— II 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-7)  17,000 
Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  9,150 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)        26,1 50 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  17,000  acres  recommended 
as  suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  this  portion 
of  the  WSA. 

Outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in  the  canyon  along 
Beaver  Creek,  in  West  Mill  Creek,  Trail  Gulch,  many  of 
the  drainages,  and  the  many  remote  areas  of  this  WSA 
would  be  protected. 

The  entire  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  are  subject  to  claims  with  valid  existing  rights. 
However,  no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected  in 
this  portion  of  the  WSA. 

The  timber  projects  within  these  17,000  acres  that  would 
be  completed  under  the  no  wilderness  alternative  would 
not  occur  under  this  alternative.  Therefore,  protection  of 
all  wilderness  values  would  continue. 

Wilderness  values  on  the  9,150  acres  not  recommended 
as  suitable  would  not  be  protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

On  the  portion  not  recommended,  the  planned  harvest  and 
thinning  of  woodlands  and  productive  forest  land  (PFL) 
and  associated  access,  proposed  as  timber  production 
projects,  would  disturb  a  total  of  approximately  610  acres 
of  the  total  670  acres  that  would  be  lost  under  the  no 
wilderness  alternative.  The  forestry  projects  would  be  done 
in  the  extreme  southwestern  portion  of  the  WSA,  along 
the  southern  boundary,  west  of  East  Eightmile  Creek,  and 
north  of  Little  Turkey  Creek.  The  noise  impacts  would  result 
in  a  loss  of  opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  and 
unconfmed  recreation  on  the  same  610  acres  on  which 
projects  would  occur  plus  an  additional  350  acres  around 
these  projects  only  during  the  time  of  operation. 


Conclusion:  Of  the  total  26,150  acres  in  this  WSA,  17,000  acres 
would  be  designated  wilderness  and  given  long-term  protection. 
Wilderness  values  are  expected  to  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  610 
acres  and  for  the  short  term  on  an  additional  350  acres.  Although 
no  long-term  protection  would  be  provided,  wilderness  values  are 
expected  to  remain  undisturbed  on  an  additional  8, 190  acres  in 
the  portion  recommended  nonsuitable. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  17,000  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  except  for  those  mining  claims  with  proven  valid 
existing  rights  prior  to  designation.  Currently  there  are  no 
claims  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA.  Because  of  the  low 
mineral  potential,  and  lack  of  existing  claims,  it  is  assumed 
there  would  be  no  valid  existing  rights  prior  to  designation. 
Therefore,  no  exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  The 
withdrawal  would  not  cause  significant  adverse  effects  to 
mineral  exploration  and  development  because  the 
development  potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 

The  9, 1 50  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation 
would  remain  open  to  mineral  entry.  However,  since  the 
mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered  low, 
and  there  are  only  four  mining  claims  (approximately  80 
acres),  mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  The  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  subject  to 
proven  valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  and  development  could 
continue  on  the  remaining  9, 150  acres  not  recommended  for  wil- 
derness designation.  Mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not 
expected  in  either  portion  of  this  WSA.  There  would  be  no  signifi- 
cant impacts  because  of  the  low  development  potential  for  all 
minerals. 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

The  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  does  not 
include  any  operable  acres  of  woodlands.  About  1,582  Mbf 
of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  sawtimber  on  57  acres 
of  operable  PFL  would  remain  unharvested. 

On  the  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness,  about 
12,882  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be  harvested  as 
timber  production  projects  on  the  total  493  operable  acres 
of  woodlands  along  the  southern  boundary  near  the  extreme 
southwestern  part  of  the  WSA. 
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In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA). 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood  over  the  next  160  years. 
The  harvest  of  12,882  cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would 
be  about  2  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA 
and  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  potential 
harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land 
combined. 

Also  on  the  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness, 
3,560  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  sawtimber 
on  120  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  be  harvested  under 
this  alternative.  This  harvest  would  occur  in  locations  west 
of  East  Eightmile  Creek  and  north  of  Little  Turkey  Creek 
along  the  extreme  northeastern  WSA  boundary. 

In  comparison  there  are  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  with 
240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year  rotation  age)  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  harvest  of  approximately  3,560  Mbf  of 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  is  about  1  percent  of  the  total 
potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  substantially  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA 
and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

No  other  projects  are  planned  that  would  impact  timber 
production. 

Conclusion:  All  of  the  total  12,882  cords  of  firewood  in  the 
WSA  and  3,560  Mbf  of  the  total  5,142  Mbf  of  sawtimber  would 
be  produced.  This  represents  substantially  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Since  no  surface  disturbing  activities  would  occur  under 
wilderness  designation,  the  existing  wildlife  habitat  on  17,000 
acres  would  be  protected. 

On  the  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  no  activities  are  planned  that  would  change 
the  existing  wildlife  habitat.  Although  forestry  projects  would 
take  place  on  613  acres,  these  are  not  expected  to  impact 
wildlife  habitat.  Therefore,  existing  populations  of  650  mule 
deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  and  225  turkey  would  be  maintained. 
In  comparison,  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer,  300  bighorn  sheep,  and  1,200 
turkey. 

Conclusion:  Existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained  on 
both  the  17,000  acres  recommended  and  the  9, 150  acres  not 


recommended  for  wilderness  designation.  Therefore,  wildlife  popu- 
lations would  remain  at  650  mule  deer,  50  bighorn  sheep,  and 
225  turkey. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

On  the  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  the  800  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking, 
backpacking,  hunting,  and  fishing  would  be  maintained. 
Approximately  95  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking 
would  continue  to  occur  in  Trail  Gulch,  West  Mill  Creek, 
and  along  Beaver  Creek.  Hunting  would  continue  to  be 
dispersed  throughout  the  WSA;  however,  all  the  fishing 
would  occur  in  Beaver  Creek.  This  use  would  occur  in 
a  wilderness  setting. 

On  the  9,150  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  approximately  1,200  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking,  car  camping,  and  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
continue.  Almost  all  of  this  use  would  continue  to  occur 
near  Phantom  Canyon  road  along  the  western  boundary. 
Back-country  vehicle  use  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA  is 
mostly  associated  with  the  car  camping  that  takes  place 
along  Phantom  Canyon,  on  existing  ways  and  trails.  This 
use  would  occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 

In  the  portion  not  recommended,  the  timber  projects 
described  in  Chapter  2  would  occur  in  areas  receiving  little 
recreation  use.  Neither  wildlife  populations  nor  hunter  days 
would  increase;  therefore,  recreation  use  would  not  be 
affected. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  2,000  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  Recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  on 
the  17,000  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation  and  in 
a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting  on  the  remaining 
9, 150  acres  not  recommended 


UPPER  GRAPE  CREEK  (017) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 


Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-8) 
Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 


0 
10,200 


The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 
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CHAPTER  4.  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


The  three  water  catchments  and  associated  access  proposed 
as  a  wildlife  habitat  project  located  south  of  East  Pierce 
Gulch,  west  of  West  Mill  Gulch,  and  south  of  Hellgate 
Gulch  would  disturb  a  total  of  about  5  acres.  Naturalness 
would  be  lost  on  this  land.  There  would  be  a  loss  of  solitude 
and  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  on  approximately 
5  additional  acres  surrounding  each  project  only  during 
construction.  However,  construction  time  of  only  12  days 
per  catchment  is  expected. 

The  planned  harvest  and  thinning  of  woodlands  (pinon  and 
juniper)  and  productive  forest  land  (PFL)  (ponderosa  pine 
and  Douglas-fir)  and  associated  access,  proposed  as  timber 
projects,  would  disturb  primarily  the  vegetation  on  a  total 
of  approximately  1,925  acres.  The  forestry  projects  would 
be  done  in  more  gently  sloping  terrain  between  Pierce  Gulch 
and  Western  Gulch. 

Naturalness  would  be  lost  on  this  land  for  about  60  to 
80  years.  The  noise  impacts  would  result  in  loss  of 
opportunities  for  solitude  and  primitive  and  unconfined 
recreation  on  the  same  1,925  acres  on  which  the  projects 
would  occur  plus  an  additional  600  acres  surrounding  the 
projects  during  the  time  of  operation. 

Planned  aquatic  habitat  improvement  projects  would  be 
designed  to  blend  in  with  the  natural  environment  and  would, 
therefore,  not  impact  naturalness.  However,  solitude  would 
be  temporarily  disturbed  in  the  immediate  area  during  the 
1-week  length  of  the  project  development. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  10,200  acres  not  recommended  for  designa- 
tion, wilderness  values  would  be  lost  for  the  long  term  on  approxi- 
mately 1,930  acres  and  the  short  term  on  an  additional  615  acres. 
Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  provided  under  this 
alternative,  the  remaining  7,655  acres  would  probably  remain 
undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their  wilderness 
values. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  10,200  acres  would  continue 
to  be  available  for  exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals.  However,  since  the  mineral  potential  for  the  entire 
WSA  is  considered  low,  mineral  exploration  or  development 
is  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry;  however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 


Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

Planned  pinon-juniper  thinning  projects  totaling  900  acres 
are  within  922  operable  acres  planned  for  harvest  as  a  timber 
production  project.  As  a  result  of  this  harvest,  allocated 
AUMs  are  expected  to  increase  from  800  to  860  within 
5  to  10  years  after  completion  and  would  be  maintained 
at  that  level  thereafter.  This  project  would  improve  the  forage 
condition  on  these  900  acres  from  the  naturally  occurring 
poor  condition  to  good. 

Since  projects  and  associated  road  development  for  timber 
or  wildlife  projects  would  be  scattered  throughout  the  WSA 
and  little  surface  disturbance  would  occur,  forage  production 
and  livestock  management  would  not  be  adversely  affected. 

Conclusion:  Range  improvement  projects  would  result  in  an 
additional  60  allocated  A  UMs,  which  is  an  8  percent  increase. 


Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

About  26,840  cords  of  pinon  and  juniper  would  be  harvested 
on  the  total  922  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA 
as  timber  production  projects. 

In  comparison  there  are  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over 
160-year  rotation  age)  on  63,460  operable  acres  of 
woodlands  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  (RGRA). 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood  over  the  next  160  years. 
The  harvest  of  26,840  cords  of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would 
be  about  5  percent  of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA 
and  about  1  percent  of  the  total  potential  harvest  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land  combined. 

The  28,886  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas-fir  on  1,003 
operable  acres  of  productive  forest  land  (PFL)  in  this  WSA 
would  be  harvested  over  rotation  age  of  120  years. 

In  comparison,  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year 
rotation  age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  The  planned  harvest  of  28,886  Mbf  of  sawtimber 
over  120-year  rotation  age  in  this  WSA  is  about  12  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  about  1  percent 
of  the  potential  harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land. 

All  the  harvesting  for  timber  production  projects  would  occur 
on  parcels  located  between  Pierce  Gulch  and  Western  Gulch. 

Because  of  the  size  of  the  projects  and  the  small  amount 
of  land  that  would  be  disturbed,  projects  and  associated 
road  development  for  wildlife  projects  would  not  adversely 
impact  timber  production. 
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Conclusion:  About  26,840  cords  of  firewood  and  28,886  Mbfof 
sawtimber  in  this  WSA  would  be  produced  This  represents  about 
I  percent  of  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby 
national  forest  land 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Terrestrial 

Installation  of  three  water  catchments  south  of  East  Pierce 
Gulch,  west  of  West  Mill  Gulch,  and  south  of  Hellgate 
Gulch  are  expected  to  result  in  estimated  increases  in  mule 
deer  from  270  to  295  and  turkey  from  75  to  125.  Also 
as  a  result  of  a  forestry  harvest  of  sawtimber  and  firewood 
between  Pierce  Gulch  and  Western  Gulch,  it  is  estimated 
that  mule  deer  would  increase  by  75  and  turkey  would 
increase  by  50. 

In  comparison,  total  wildlife  populations  in  the  RGRA  are 
estimated  at  7,000  mule  deer  and  1,200  turkey. 

As  a  result  of  disturbance  associated  with  the  access  roads 
for  forestry  and  wildlife  projects,  wildlife  within  the  WSA 
would  be  minimally  displaced.  However,  since  the  total  6.5 
miles  of  road  would  be  closed  to  the  public  during  actual 
project  development,  and  they  would  remain  closed 
following  completion  of  the  projects,  wildlife  populations 
are  not  expected  to  decrease.  The  total  area  of  disturbance 
from  the  roads  providing  access  to  the  other  projects  would 
be  less  than  10  acres. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  and  species  distribution  would 
improve  and  wildlife  populations  would  increase  by  100  mule  deer 
and  100  turkey.  This  would  be  a  37  percent  increase  of  mule  deer 
in  the  WSA  and  1  percent  in  the  RGRA.  Turkey  would  increase 
by  133  percent  in  the  WSA  and  8  percent  in  the  RGRA. 

Aquatic 

Neither  the  forestry  nor  terrestrial  wildlife  projects  would 
affect  the  aquatic  habitat  within  the  WSA. 

Deferred  grazing  along  Grape  Creek  is  reversing  the  declining 
condition  of  the  riparian  habitat.  The  proposed  placement 
of  rock  gabions  in  Upper  Grape  Creek  would  create  a 
favorable  pool/riffle  ratio  for  game  fish.  The  combination 
of  these  improvement  activities  is  expected  to  result  in  a 
50-pound  per  acre  increase  in  game  fish  and  corresponding 
decrease  in  nongame  fish. 

Conclusion:  Existing  riparian  habitat  along  Grape  Creek  would 
improve  and  game  fish  in  Grape  Creek  would  increase  by  500 
percent  or  50  pounds  per  acre  and  nongame  fish  would  decrease 
by  56  percent  or  50  pounds  per  acre. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Existing  use  levels  of  about  100  annual  recreation  days  for 
hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue.  About  90  percent 
of  these  uses  occur  along  the  Grape  Creek  corridor.  A  stream 
improvement  project  and  increase  of  pounds  per  acre  of 
game  fish  would  result  in  an  increase  of  annual  angler  days 
from  125  to  145.  In  addition,  projects  that  would  improve 
wildlife  habitat  and  increase  populations  would  result  in 
the  existing  25  annual  hunter  days  increasing  to  65.  This 
use  would  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 
Back-country  vehicle  use  of  25  annual  recreation  days  would 
be  maintained  and  continue  to  be  limited  to  existing  ways 
and  trails  around  the  southwestern  perimeter  of  the  WSA. 

The  total  existing  275  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
expected  to  increase  to  335  in  this  alternative.  This  would 
occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

The  timber  and  wildlife  projects  and  associated  access  would 
be  in  areas  receiving  little  recreation  use.  The  total  6.5  miles 
of  access  roads  to  be  constructed  for  these  projects  would 
be  closed  to  the  public  and,  therefore,  there  would  be  no 
impacts  to  existing  back-country  vehicle  use. 

Conclusion:  An  additional  annual  60  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
22 percent  increase,  are  expected.  All  recreation  use  would  occur 
in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  A  -  ALL  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  10,200 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)         10,200 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  10,200  acres  recommended 
suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  the  entire  WSA. 

Opportunities  for  solitude  in  the  canyon  along  Grape  Creek, 
in  many  of  the  drainages,  and  in  the  many  remote  areas 
of  this  WSA  would  be  protected. 

Since  no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  projected 
on  any  of  the  31  mining  claims  and  the  firewood  and 
sawtimber  harvest  and  wildlife  projects  would  not  occur, 
wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  in  the  entire  WSA. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire 
WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 
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Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  10,200  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation. 

Mineral  development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  31 
claims  (approximately  620  acres),  if  proven  valid.  However, 
since  mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered 
low,  no  valid  rights  are  anticipated  and  mineral  exploration 
or  development  is  not  expected.  The  withdrawal  would  not 
cause  significant  adverse  effects  to  mineral  exploration  and 
development  because  the  development  potential  for  all 
minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  10,200  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of  up  to  approxi- 
mately 620  acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  31  existing  mining 
claims.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  low 
development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Forage  Production  and  Livestock  Management 

Since  no  projects  would  be  implemented  under  this 
alternative,  the  existing  800  AUMs  would  be  maintained. 

Conclusion:  The  current  800  A  UMs  would  be  maintained 

Impacts  on  Timber  Production 

Under  this  alternative,  approximately  26,840  cords  of  pinon 
and  juniper,  over  160-year  rotation  age,  would  not  be 
harvested  on  922  operable  acres  of  woodlands  in  the  WSA. 

In  comparison  there  are  63,460  operable  acres  of  woodlands 
with  590,100  cords  of  firewood  (over  160-year  rotation 
age)  in  the  RGRA.  The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National 
Forest  plans  to  harvest  about  4,905,000  cords  of  firewood 
over  the  next  160  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  26,840  cords 
of  firewood  in  the  WSA  would  be  about  5  percent  of  the 
potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  about  1  percent  of  the 
total  potential  harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  nearby  national 
forest  land  combined. 

The  potential  28,886  Mbf  of  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas- 
fir  on  1,003  operable  acres  of  PFL  would  not  be  harvested 
over  120-year  rotation  age  under  this  alternative. 

In  comparison  there  are  240,300  Mbf  (over  120-year 
rotation  age)  on  41,000  operable  acres  of  PFL  in  the  RGRA. 
The  nearby  Pike-San  Isabel  National  Forest  plans  to  harvest 
approximately  5,875,000  Mbf  of  sawtimber  over  the  next 
120  years.  A  planned  harvest  of  28,886  Mbf  of  sawtimber 


in  this  WSA  would  be  about  12  percent  of  the  total  potential 
harvest  in  the  RGRA  and  about  1  percent  of  the  potential 
harvest  on  the  combined  RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest 
land. 

Conclusion:  Wilderness  designation  would  preclude  the  harvest 
of  26,840  cords  of  firewood  and  28,886  Mbf  of  sawtimber.  This 
represents  about  1  percent  of  the  firewood  and  sawtimber  in  the 
RGRA  and  nearby  national  forest  land. 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Terrestrial 

Since  no  projects  would  be  implemented  within  the  WSA, 
wildlife  habitat  would  neither  be  improved  nor  disturbed. 
Therefore,  under  wilderness  designation  wildlife  habitat 
would  remain  at  or  near  the  present  level  and  condition. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  270  mule  deer  and  75 
turkey  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers  compare  with 
estimated  resource  area  totals  of  7,000  mule  deer  and  1,200 
turkey. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  270  mule  deer  and  75  turkey  would 
be  unchanged 

Aquatic 

Wilderness  designation  would  protect  existing  aquatic 
habitat;  therefore,  present  fish  populations  would  remain 
at  approximately  100  pounds  per  acre  and  consist  of 
approximately  90  percent  nongame  species  and  10  percent 
game  species. 

Since  livestock  grazing  has  been  deferred  from  along  Grape 
Creek,  the  declining  condition  of  the  riparian  habitat  has 
been  reversing.  However,  improved  riparian  habitat  as  a 
result  of  deferred  grazing  alone  is  not  expected  to  increase 
game  fish  populations. 

Conclusion:  Existing  riparian  habitat  would  be  protected  and 
current  game  fish  populations  in  Grape  Creek  of  approximately 
10  pounds  per  acre  and  nongame  fish  populations  of  approxi- 
mately 90  pounds  per  acre  would  be  maintained 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation,  hiking  and  backpacking  use 
would  remain  at  100  annual  recreation  days;  fishing  use 
would  remain  at   125  annual  angler  days.  Because  of 
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restrictions  on  back-country  vehicle  travel,  hunting  use  would 
decrease  from  25  to  15  annual  hunter  days  and  the  25 
annual  back-country  vehicle  days  would  not  occur.  All  of 
the  fishing  and  about  90  percent  of  the  recreation  use  would 
continue  to  occur  along  Grape  Creek,  except  hunting,  which 
would  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 

Total  existing  275  annual  recreation  days  would  be  expected 
to  decrease  to  240  in  this  alternative.  This  use  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  35  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  13  percent  of  existing  use.  All  recreation  use  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry;  however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

There  is  almost  no  wildlife  habitat  and  no  known  wildlife 
populations  in  this  WSA.  Since  no  projects  are  planned, 
the  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained  but  there 
would  continue  to  be  little  or  no  wildlife  in  the  WSA. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained: 
however,  there  would  continue  to  be  no  significant  numbers  of 
wildlife  in  the  WSA. 


SAND  CASTLE  (135) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-9)  0 

Total  acres  in  the  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  1 ,644 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

Since  no  activities  are  planned,  and  since  ORV  use  is  widely 
dispersed,  this  WSA  is  expected  to  remain  largely 
undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future.  As  a  result  wilderness 
values  are  expected  to  be  retained,  although  no  long-term 
protection  would  be  provided  under  this  alternative. 

Conclusion:  Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  pro- 
vided under  this  alternative,  the  entire  1,644  acres  would  probably 
remain  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their  wil- 
derness values. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  1,644  acres  would  continue 
to  be  available  for  exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals.  However,  since  the  mineral  potential  for  the  entire 
WSA  is  considered  low  and  there  are  no  mining  claims, 
mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected. 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Existing  use  levels  of  about  75  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking  and  back-country  vehicle  use  would  continue.  This 
use  would  be  dispersed  throughout  the  three  parcels  adjacent 
to  the  western  boundary  of  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness 
area. 

No  activities  are  planned  that  would  affect  recreation  use; 
therefore,  the  existing  75  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained.  This  use  would  occur  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  75  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained.  All  recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 

ALTERNATIVE  A  -  ALL  WILDERNESS 
DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  1,644 

Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  1,644 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  1 ,644  acres  recommended  suitable 
would  protect  the  wilderness  values  on  the  entire  WSA. 

Since  no  valid  existing  rights  are  expected  and,  therefore, 
mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not  projected, 
wilderness  values  would  be  expected  to  be  maintained  in 
the  entire  WSA. 
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Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire 
WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  1,644  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation. 

Since  there  are  currently  no  mining  claims  and  mineral 
potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered  low,  mineral 
exploration  or  development  is  not  expected.  The  withdrawal 
would  not  cause  significant  adverse  effects  to  mineral 
exploration  and  development  because  the  development 
potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  1,644  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of  proven  valid 
existing  rights.  Mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not 
expected  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the 
low  development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

There  is  almost  no  wildlife  habitat  and  no  known  wildlife 
populations  in  this  WSA.  Since  no  projects  are  planned, 
the  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained  and  there 
would  continue  to  be  little  or  no  wildlife  in  the  WSA. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected; 
however,  there  would  continue  to  be  no  significant  numbers  of 
wildlife  in  the  WSA. 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation  the  5  annual  recreation  days 
of  hiking  would  continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the 
three  parcels  adjacent  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  Great 
Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  area.  However,  because  of 
restrictions  on  back-country  vehicle  travel,  the  existing  70 
annual  recreation  days  of  this  use  would  not  occur. 

The  total  existing  75  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
expected  to  decrease  to  5  in  this  alternative.  This  use  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  70  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  93  percent  of  existing  use.  All  recreation  use  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


SAN  LUIS  HILLS  WSA 
SAN  LUIS  HILLS  (141) 

PROPOSED  ACTION— ALTERNATIVE  B  -  NO 
WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-10)  0 

Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  1 0,240 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

The  wilderness  values  in  the  entire  WSA  would  not  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

Since  no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  expected 
and  no  projects  are  planned,  the  entire  WSA  would  probably 
be  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future.  As  a  result, 
wilderness  values  are  expected  to  be  retained,  although  no 
long-term  protection  would  be  provided  under  this 
alternative. 

This  WSA  is  in  the  fescue-mountain  muhly-prairie 
classification  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Province  as  identified 
by  the  Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystem  map  of  ecoregions  in  the 
United  States.  Besides  this  WSA,  there  are  approximately 
600  acres  of  this  classification  in  other  WSAs  in  Colorado. 
However,  since  no  surface  disturbance  is  expected  in  this 
WSA,  this  vegetation  would  not  be  disturbed  although  no 
long-term  protection  would  be  provided  under  this 
alternative. 

Conclusion:  Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  pro- 
vided under  this  alternative,  the  entire  10,240  acres  would  prob- 
ably remain  undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future  and  retain  their 
wilderness  values. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  1 0,240  acres  would  continue 
to  be  available  for  exploration  and  development  of  locatable 
minerals.  There  are  currently  67  mining  claims  (approx- 
imately 1,340  acres).  Since  the  mineral  potential  for  the 
entire  WSA  is  considered  low,  mineral  exploration  or 
development  is  not  expected. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  WSA  would  remain  open  to  mineral 
entry;  however,  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected  There 
would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low  development 
potential  for  all  minerals. 
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Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

No  projects  nor  surface  disturbing  activities  would  be 
implemented  in  this  WSA;  therefore,  wildlife  habitat  would 
remain  at  or  near  the  present  level  and  condition. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  150  mule  deer  and  85 
antelope  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers  compare  with 
estimated  totals  of  2,000  mule  deer  and  2,300  antelope  in 
the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  (SLRA). 

Conclusion:  The  existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained 
and  current  populations  of  approximately  150  mule  deer  and  85 
antelope  would  be  unchanged 

Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Since  no  projects  are  planned  in  this  WSA,  the  total  350 
annual  recreation  days  would  be  maintained  and  would 
occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country  setting. 

About  75  percent  of  the  35  annual  recreation  days  of  hiking 
and  backpacking  would  continue  to  occur  in  John  James 
Canyon  and  the  higher  elevations  of  the  WSA.  The  existing 
150  annual  hunter  days  would  continue  to  be  dispersed 
throughout  the  WSA.  Back-country  vehicle  use  of  165 
annual  recreation  days  would  be  maintained  and  continue 
to  be  limited  to  existing  ways  and  trails  in  John  James 
Canyon  along  the  western  WSA  boundary,  and  in  the 
northeastern  portion  of  the  WSA. 

Conclusion:  The  existing  350  annual  recreation  days  would  be 
maintained  All  recreation  use  would  occur  in  a  predominantly 
primitive  back-country  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  A 
DESIGNATION 


ALL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation 
Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA) 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 


10,240 
10,240 


Wilderness  designation  of  10,240  acres  recommended 
suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  the  entire  WSA. 
The  opportunities  for  solitude  in  the  gullies  along  the  eastern 
boundary  and  other  remote  areas  of  the  WSA  would  be 
protected. 

Since  no  mineral  exploration  nor  development  is  projected 
on  any  of  the  67  mining  claims,  wilderness  values  would 
be  expected  to  be  preserved  in  the  entire  WSA. 


Conclusion:  Wilderness  values  would  be  preserved  on  the  entire 
WSA  and  given  long-term  protection. 

Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  10,240  acres  in  the  WSA 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  except  for  those 
mining  claims  with  proven  valid  existing  rights  prior  to 
designation. 

Mineral  development  could  still  occur  on  the  existing  67 
claims  (approximately  1,340  acres),  if  proven  valid. 
However,  since  mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is 
considered  low,  no  valid  rights  are  anticipated  and  mineral 
exploration  or  development  is  not  expected.  The  withdrawal 
would  not  cause  significant  adverse  effects  to  mineral 
exploration  and  development  because  the  development 
potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 

Conclusion:  The  entire  10,240  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  exploration  with  the  exception  of  up  to  approxi- 
mately 1,340  acres  dependent  on  the  validity  of  67  existing  mining 
claims.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts  because  of  the  low 
development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Since  no  projects  would  occur  in  this  WSA,  wildlife  habitat 
would  remain  at  or  near  the  present  level  and  condition 
under  wilderness  designation. 

Current  estimated  populations  of  150  mule  deer  and  85 
antelope  would  be  unchanged.  These  numbers  compare  with 
estimated  totals  of  2,000  mule  deer  and  2,300  antelope  in 
the  SLRA. 

Conclusion:  Wildlife  habitat  would  be  protected  and  current 
populations  of  approximately  150  mule  deer  and  85  antelope 
would  be  unchanged 


Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

Under  wilderness  designation,  hiking  and  backpacking  use 
would  remain  at  35  annual  recreation  days.  Because  of 
restrictions  on  motorized  vehicle  travel,  hunting  use  would 
decrease  from  150  to  125  annual  hunter  days  and  the  165 
annual  back-country  vehicle  days  would  not  occur. 
Approximately  75  percent  of  the  hiking  and  backpacking 
would  continue  to  occur  in  John  James  Canyon  and  the 
higher  elevations  of  the  WSA.  However,  hunting  would 
continue  to  be  dispersed  throughout  the  WSA. 
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Total  existing  350  annual  recreation  days  would  be  expected 
to  decrease  to  160  in  this  alternative.  This  use  would  occur 
in  a  wilderness  setting. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  190  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a 
reduction  of  54  percent  of  existing  use.  All  recreation  use  would 
occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 


ALTERNATIVE  C 
DESIGNATION 


PARTIAL  WILDERNESS 


Acres  recommended  for  designation  (Map  4-11)  7,440 
Acres  not  recommended  for  designation  2,800 

Total  acres  in  wilderness  study  area  (WSA)  10,240 

Impacts  on  Wilderness  Values 

Wilderness  designation  of  the  7,440  acres  recommended 
as  suitable  would  protect  wilderness  values  on  this  portion 
of  the  WSA.  Outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  in  some 
of  the  gullies  along  the  eastern  boundary  and  remote  areas 
of  this  WSA  would  be  protected. 

The  entire  7,440  acres  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation  are  subject  to  claims  with  valid  existing  rights. 
However,  since  this  portion  of  the  WSA  has  low  mineral 
potential  and  only  nine  mining  claims,  no  exploration  nor 
development  is  expected.  Since  there  are  no  other  projects 
proposed  in  this  WSA,  wilderness  values  would  be  preserved 
in  this  portion. 

The  wilderness  values  in  the  2,800  acres  not  recommended 
for  wilderness  would  not  be  given  the  protection  of 
wilderness  designation.  However,  since  no  mineral 
exploration  nor  development  is  expected  and  no  projects 
are  planned,  these  2,800  acres  would  probably  be 
undisturbed  in  the  foreseeable  future.  As  a  result,  the 
wilderness  values  are  expected  to  be  preserved  although 
no  long-term  protection  would  be  provided  under  this 
alternative. 

Conclusion:  Of  the  total  10,240  acres  in  this  WSA,  7,440  acres 
would  be  designated  wilderness  and  given  long-term  protection. 
Although  long-term  protection  would  not  be  provided  under  this 
alternative,  wilderness  values  would  be  expected  to  remain  undis- 
turbed in  the  foreseeable  future  on  the  remaining  2,800  acres. 


Impacts  on  Locatable  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development 

Under  this  alternative,  the  7,440  acres  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  except  for  those  mining  claims  with  proven  valid 
existing  rights  prior  to  designation.  Currently  there  are  nine 
claims  totaling  1 80  acres  in  this  portion  of  the  WSA.  Because 
of  the  low  mineral  potential,  it  is  assumed  there  would  be 
no  valid  existing  rights  prior  to  designation.  Therefore,  no 
exploration  nor  development  is  expected.  The  withdrawal 
would  not  cause  significant  adverse  effects  to  mineral 
exploration  and  development  because  the  development 
potential  for  all  minerals  is  low. 

The  2,800  acres,  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  would  continue  to  be  available  for  exploration 
and  development  of  locatable  minerals.  However,  since  the 
mineral  potential  for  the  entire  WSA  is  considered  low, 
mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected. 
Currently  there  are  58  mining  claims  totaling  1,160  acres 
in  this  portion  of  the  WSA. 

Conclusion:  The  7,440  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  subject  to  proven 
valid  existing  rights.  Exploration  and  development  could  continue 
on  the  remaining  2,800  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.  Mineral  exploration  or  development  is  not  expected  in 
either  portion  of  this  WSA.  There  would  be  no  significant  impacts 
because  of  the  low  development  potential  for  all  minerals. 

Impacts  on  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Population 

Since  no  projects  would  occur,  the  existing  wildlife  habitat 
on  the  7,440  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  would  be 
protected  by  wilderness  designation. 

On  the  2,800  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  no  activities  are  planned  that  would  change 
the  existing  wildlife  habitat. 

Since  no  projects  are  planned  in  either  portion  of  the  WSA, 
existing  populations  of  150  mule  deer  and  85  antelope  would 
be  maintained.  In  comparison  wildlife  populations  in  the 
SLRA  are  estimated  at  2,000  mule  deer  and  2,300  antelope. 

Conclusion  Existing  wildlife  habitat  would  be  maintained  on 
both  the  7,440  acres  recommended  and  the  2,800  acres  not 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation.  Therefore,  wildlife  popu- 
lations would  remain  at  150  mule  deer  and  85  antelope. 
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Impacts  on  Recreation  Use 

On  the  7,440  acres  recommended  for  wilderness  designation, 
the  annual  30  hiking  and  backpacking  recreation  days  would 
be  maintained.  Because  of  restricted  back-country  vehicle 
travel,  annual  hunter  days  would  decrease  from  approx- 
imately 1 10  to  90  and  the  existing  135  annual  back-country 
vehicle  recreation  days  in  this  portion  of  the  unit  would 
not  occur.  Hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue  to  occur 
in  John  James  Canyon  and  the  higher  elevations  of  the 
WSA.  However,  hunting  would  continue  to  be  dispersed 
throughout  the  WSA. 

In  the  portion  recommended,  the  total  existing  275  annual 
recreation  days  would  be  expected  to  decrease  to  120.  This 
use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting. 

On  the  2,800  acres  not  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation,  approximately  5  annual  recreation  user  days 
of  hiking  and  backpacking  would  continue.  The  existing 
40  annual  hunter  days  would  continue.  Existing  back- 
country  vehicle  use  of  30  annual  recreation  days  would 
also  continue,  primarily  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the 
WSA. 

In  this  portion  not  recommended,  the  total  75  annual 
recreation  days  would  be  expected  to  continue.  This  use 
would  occur  in  a  predominantly  primitive  back-country 
setting. 

Conclusion:  Elimination  of  back-country  vehicle  use  would 
result  in  a  decrease  of  155  annual  recreation  days,  which  is  a  44 
percent  decrease  from  existing  use  in  the  entire  WSA.  Recreation 
use  would  occur  in  a  wilderness  setting  on  the  7,440  acres  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  designation  and  in  a  predominantly  primi- 
tive back-country  setting  on  the  remaining  2,800  acres  not 
recommended 


IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEV- 
ABLE COMMITMENTS  OF 
RESOURCES 


The  proposed  action  involves,  to  varying  degrees,  irreversible 
and  irretrievable  commitments  of  certain  resources  in  the 
5,400  acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  and  50,104  acres 
in  five  other  WSAs  not  recommended  for  designation  as 
wilderness.  The  allocation  of  these  lands  to  such  consumptive 
uses  as  mining,  firewood  and  sawtimber  harvest,  and  back- 
country  vehicle  use  could  result  in  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  losses  of  wilderness  values  over  the  long  term. 

Wilderness  designation  of  6,614  acres  in  Browns  Canyon 
WSA  and  20,750  acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  would 
not  create  an  irretrievable  or  irreversible  commitment  of 
resources.  Wilderness  would  restrict  or  stop  the  development 
of  certain  natural  resources  in  order  to  maintain  wilderness 
values.  If,  in  the  future,  Congress  believed  resources  present 
in  the  areas  recommended  for  designation  must  be  developed 
in  the  national  interest,  it  could  then  modify  the  law  to 
allow  for  the  development. 


SHORT-TERM  USES  VS.  LONG- 
TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


The  basic  objective  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  establish 
an  appropriate  allocation  of  resources  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  multiple  use  and  sustained-yield.  The  proposed 
action  provides  for  the  protection  of  wilderness  and 
associated  values  in  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA  and  on  20,750 
acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA.  However,  the  development 
and  use  of  other  resources  would  be  allowed  in  the  5,400 
acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  and  the  other  five  WSAs 
recommended  as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness. 

The  use  of  some  resources  in  the  WSAs  for  designation 
would  be  prohibited.  Wilderness  values  would  benefit  from 
designation  over  the  long  term.  The  loss  of  production  of 
firewood  and  sawtimber  would  be  long  term. 

Nondesignation  would  allow  the  use  of  resources  in  the 
WSAs  not  recommended  for  wilderness  designation.  In 
addition  firewood  and  sawtimber  could  be  harvested  and 
projects  could  be  completed,  which  would  improve  forage 
production  and  wildlife  habitat. 
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CHAPTER  5.     CONSULTATION 


This  section  discusses  various  types  of  consultation  including 
predraft  consultation  and  coordination  with  private/public 
entities.  It  also  describes  the  process  after  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  was  prepared;  i.e., 
description  of  hearings,  letters  received,  etc.,  and  includes 
the  letters  with  responses  to  substantial  comments.  The 
mailing  list  and  names  of  BLM  personnel  who  prepared 
the  FEIS  are  included  in  the  Support  Data  section. 


PREDRAFT  CONSULTATION 


Informal  local  consultation  with  various  individuals,  groups, 
and  public  agencies  occurred  during  early  data  gathering 
stages  of  the  planning  process  of  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource 
Area  (RGRA)  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP) 
specific  to  wilderness  resources.  The  San  Luis  Resource  Area 
(SLRA)  plans  were  completed  prior  to  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  in  1976  and  did  not 
consider  wilderness  values. 

Public  comments  received  at  various  times  in  the  RGRA- 
MFP  planning  process  often  were  very  general  and  in  many 
cases  stated  preference  only  for  more  or  less  wilderness. 
Some  specific  comments  were  received  during  the  wilderness 
inventory  phase  and  early  wilderness  study  phase  (through 
November  1980).  In  addition  during  the  preparation  of  the 
management  situation  analysis  (MSA),  a  scoping  meeting 
and  one  series  of  open  houses  to  consider  alternatives  were 
held.  All  input  received  is  included  in  the  final  MSA.  The 
next  major  use  of  input  into  this  process  was  the  solicitation 
of  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
(DEIS). 


DRAFT  CONSULTATION 


provide  clarification  were  conducted  with  one  council  of 
governments  and  one  county. 


HEARINGS 

Formal  public  hearings  were  held  in  various  locations  from 
7  to  9  p.m.  and  are  described  below: 


Location 

Date 

Attendance 

No.  of 
Speakers 

Alamosa,  Colorado 
Canon  City,  Colorado 
Salida,  Colorado 
Colorado  Springs, 
Colorado 

10/12/82 
10/12/82 
10/13/82 

10/14/82 

11 

19 
10 

26 

4 

6 
4 

10 

Total 

66 

24 

The  Colorado  State  Director  appointed  three  hearings 
officers  to  preside  over  the  hearings,  which  were  recorded 
verbatim  by  professional  court  reporters.  Statements  from 
24  speakers  were  reviewed;  12  comments  contained  new 
data,  questioned  facts  and/or  adequacy,  and  raised  questions 
or  issues  relating  directly  to  the  DEIS.  The  full  hearings 
transcripts  are  not  reproduced  in  this  document  because 
of  length;  however,  they  are  available  for  review  in  the 
Canon  City  District  office.  The  substantial  comments 
included  during  the  hearings  were  also  contained  in  written 
comments,  all  of  which  have  been  addressed.  Therefore, 
hearing  comments  are  not  shown  in  this  FEIS.  The 
participation  and  input  of  each  individual  are  appreciated 
and  each  comment  was  carefully  considered. 


MEETINGS  AND  BRIEFINGS 

Additional  consultation  was  accomplished  through  meetings 
and  briefings.  A  special  briefing  organized  by  the  State  A- 
95  Clearing  House  office  was  held  for  Colorado  State 
agencies  in  Denver;  however,  very  few  agencies  were 
represented.  Various  telephone  conversations  with  public 
officials  and  private  individuals  provided  information  and 
clarification  on  the  DEIS  material.  Meetings  to  inform  and 


WRITTEN  STATEMENTS 

As  a  result  of  the  public  involvement  and  public  review 
of  the  DEIS,  98  letters  were  received,  all  of  which  are 
reproduced  in  this  chapter. 

Substantial  comments  in  letters  are  bracketed  and  numbered 
with  the  corresponding  response  displayed  to  the  right  of 
the  letter. 
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CHAPTER  5.    CONSULTATION 

Some  of  the  comment  letters  refer  to  the  term  "preferred 
alternative."  This  term  has  been  changed  to  "proposed 
action"  in  this  revision  of  the  FEIS.  Therefore,  proposed 
action  and  preferred  alternative  mean  the  same. 

Although  only  the  substantial  comments  have  been  addressed 
in  this  FEIS,  the  participation  and  input  from  each  agency, 
organization,  and  individual  is  appreciated  and  each 
comment  was  carefully  considered. 

COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Table  5-1  lists  letter  numbers  and  names  of  commenters. 
These  numbers  are  used  to  identify  the  reprinted  letters  and 
corresponding  responses  in  this  chapter. 

TABLE  5-1 
List  of  Contributor  Letters 


Index 

Number 


Agency,  Group, 
or  Individual 


Federal  Agencies 


1-93  USDI,  Bureau  of  Mines,  Denver,  Colorado 

2-  3  USDI,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Lower  Missouri  Region, 

Denver,  Colorado 
3-94  USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Golden,  Colorado 

4-97  USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Grand  Junction, 

Colorado 
5-47  USDI,  Mineral  Management  Services,  Virginia  (telephone 

call) 
6-74  USDI,  National  Park  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Regional 

Office,  Denver,  Colorado 
7-92  USDI,  National  Park  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Regional 

Office,  Denver,  Colorado 
8-96  USDI,  National  Park  Service,  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 

Monument,  Mosca,  Colorado 
9-98  USDI,  National  Park  Service,  Rocky  Mountain  Regional 

Office,  Denver,  Colorado 
10-  1  USDA,  Forest  Service,  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National 

Forest,  Pueblo,  Colorado 
11-11  USDA,  Forest  Service,  Rio  Grande  National  Forest, 

Monte  Vista,  Colorado 
12-  2  U.S.  Department  of  the  Airforce,  Central  Region, 

Dallas,  Texas 
13-86  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VIII, 

Denver,  Colorado 


State  Agencies 


14-  7  Colorado  Department  of  Corrections,  Denver,  Colorado 

15-66  Colorado  Historical  Society,  Denver,  Colorado 

16-95  Colorado  Historical  Society,  Denver,  Colorado 

17-65  Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Inventory,  Denver,  Colorado 

1 8-67  State  of  Colorado,  Department  of  Highways,  Denver, 

Colorado 
19-63  State  of  Colorado,  Division  of  Local  Government, 

Denver,  Colorado 
20-77  State  of  Colorado,  Department  of  Natural  Resources, 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program,  Denver,  Colorado 
21-80  State  of  Colorado,  Department  of  Natural  Resources, 

Denver,  Colorado 
22-51  State  of  Colorado,  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor 

Recreation,  Denver,  Colorado 
23-68  State  of  Colorado,  Division  of  Water  Resources, 

Denver,  Colorado 
24-64  State  of  Colorado,  Division  of  Wildlife,  Denver, 

Colorado 


Local  Agencies 


25-18  Center  Soil  Conservation  District,  Center,  Colorado 

26-23  City  of  Colorado  Springs,  Office  of  the  Mayor,  Colorado 

Springs,  Colorado 
27-36  City  of  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

28-69  City  of  Colorado  Springs,  Office  of  the  Mayor, 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 
29-87  City  of  Pueblo,  Pueblo,  Colorado 

30-71  El  Paso  County,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

31-33  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments,  El  Paso  County 

Land  Use,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 
32-32  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments,  Regional 

Planner,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 
33-91  Pueblo  County  Commissioners,  Pueblo,  Colorado 

34-73  Teller  County,  Cripple  Creek,  Colorado 


Individual,  Group,  or  Agency 


35-  4  Bruce  Berger,  Aspen,  Colorado 

36-  5  John  Stansfield,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado, 

(representing  Sierra  Club,  Pikes  Peak  Group) 

37-  6  Donald  E.  Potter,  Canon  City,  Colorado 

38-  8  Jeffrey  Keidel,  Burlington,  Colorado 

39-  9  Heather  Hubbard,  Manitou  Springs,  Colorado 
40-10  Toni  Evans,  Buena  Vista,  Colorado 

41-12  Stewart  M.  Green,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

42-13  Nick  Ervin,  Englewood,  California 

43-14  Craig  Lindley,  Manitou  Springs,  Colorado 

44-15  Judy  Lewallen,  Elizabeth  Stewart,  Holly  Tanden,  Anita 

Brown,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

45-16  Barbara  Whipple,  Buena  Vista,  Colorado 


5-2 


Table  5-1  Comments  and  Responses  (Continued) 


WRITTEN  STATEMENTS 


Index 
Number 


Agency,  Group, 
or  Individual 


46-17  Gemot  and  Ava  Heinrichsdorff,  Colorado  Springs, 

Colorado 

47-19  Dick  Scar,  Buena  Vista,  Colorado  (representing  The 

Upper  Arkansas  Coalition) 

48-20  Deborah  Hayes,  Boulder,  Colorado 

49-21  Lynn  Cudlip,  Grand  Junction,  Colorado 

50-22  Reed  and  Karen  Dils,  Buena  Vista,  Colorado 

51-24  Kirk  Cunningham,  Denver,  Colorado 

(representing  Sierra  Club,  Enos  Mill  Group) 

52-25  Sally  Stewart,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

53-26  Bruce  Jensen,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

54-27  Peter  C.  Eisele,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

55-28  Willie  Johnson,  Golden,  Colorado 

56-29  Raymond  Vavrinek,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

57-30  Stella  Bailey,  Buena  Vista,  Colorado 

58-31  Chris  Nail,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

59-34  John  Wallace,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

60-35  John  Wallace,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

61-37  Louisa  Stark,  Boulder,  Colorado 

62-38  Andrew  McConkey,  Boulder,  Colorado 

63-39  Chevron  U.S.A.,  Denver,  Colorado 

64-40  Atlantic  Richfield,  Denver,  Colorado 

65-41  Suzanne  H.  Kaempfer,  Boulder,  Colorado 

66-42  Frances  C.  Carter,  Pueblo,  Colorado 

67-43  F.  Martin  Brown,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

68-44  Petition  from  Marcy  Kelly,  Canon  City,  Colorado 

(representing  residents  of  Fremont  County) 

69-45  David  Lucas,  Boulder,  Colorado 

70-46  Mary  Ann  Robinson,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

71-48  Rocky  Smith,  Denver,  Colorado 

72-49  Dorothy  Gumaer,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

73-50  Ideal  Basic  Industries,  Denver,  Colorado 

74-52  Foster-Morrell  Engineering  Associates,  Colorado 

Springs,  Colorado 


75-53  Edward  Gubrud,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

76-54  Michael  Farady,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

77-55  Brooke  Burbank,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

78-56  Alan  B.  Lilly  and  Margaret  Leavitt,  Denver,  Colorado 

79-57  Richard  Casey,  Boulder,  Colorado 

80-58  Richard  Reynolds,  Boulder,  Colorado 

81-59  Susan  Hodgson,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

82-60  Colorado  Wilderness  Network,  Denver,  Colorado 

83-61  Margaret  Leavitt  and  Alan  Lilly,  Denver,  Colorado 

84-62  Tom  Bouchard,  Canon  City,  Colorado 

85-70  John  Stansfield,  Jr.,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado, 

(representing  Sierra  Club,  Pikes  Peak  Group) 

86-72  Mark  Slater,  Evergreen,  Colorado 

87-75  Rosalind  McClellan,  Boulder,  Colorado 

88-76  Sharyl  Kinnear,  Boulder,  Colorado 

89-78  Nancy  Strong,  Antonito,  Colorado 

90-79  Lisa  Sydow,  Boulder,  Colorado 

91-81  Minerals  Exploration  Coalition,  Denver,  Colorado 

92-82  M.  Havens,  Boulder,  Colorado 

93-83  Jim  Morris  and  David  Walder,  Boulder,  Colorado 

94-84  Eric  and  Marcy  Kelly,  Canon  City,  Colorado 

95-85  Colorado  Mountain  College,  Leadville,  Colorado 

96-88  Wexpro  Company,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

97-89  Amoco,  Denver,  Colorado 

98-90  James  G.  Felt,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado,  (attorney 

for  City  of  Cripple  Creek) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 

IU  II  .IMNt-  J'.  HKN\IRIII^R\l    i    t  S  T  t-.  K 

fvt,s\  i  k,  t.'ii  uk  \|if)  "tn.-^'t 
Intertaountain  Field  Operations  Center 
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February  25,  1986 


Memorandum 


To: 


District  Manager,  Canon  City  District,  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  3080  East  Main,  P.O.  Box  311,  Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

From:     Chief,  Intermountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Subject:   Review  of  draft  environmental  Impact  statement  for  Canon  City 
District  Management  Framework  Plan  Wilderness  Amendment 

Bureau  of  Mines  personnel  have  reviewed  the  subject  reports  regarding  pro- 
posed management  of  seven  wilderness  study  areas  (WSA's)(82,868  acres)  in 
south-central  Colorado,  as  you  requested  on  January  30.  Our  comments  pertain 
to  the  discussion  of  mineral  resources  and  the  assessment  of  impacts  under 
the  plan. 

Mineral  resources,  activities,  and  potential  in  each  of  the  WSA's  are  described 
in  some  detail  In  the  DEIS.  In  regard  to  the  note  (p.  50)  that  mineral  assess- 
ments by  the  Bureau  of  Mines  (BOM)  and  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  will  be 
prepared  for  areas  recommended  for  wilderness,  we  note  that  the  three  recom- 
mended areas  have  been  studied  by  the  BOM  and  reports  are  available  as  follows: 

Beaver  Creek  -  Bureau  of  Mines  Open-file  Report  MLA  32-85 
Browns  Canyon  -  Bureau  of  Mines  Open-file  Report  MLA  70-85 
Sand  Castle  -  Bureau  of  Mines  Open-file  Report  MLA  24-84. 


Results  of  these  studies  indicate  that  Beaver  Creek  contains  a  small  resource 
of  fluorspar,  and  dolomite  resources  crop  out  along  the  southeast  edge  of  the 
area.  The  proposed  exclusion  from  wilderness  at  the  southern  end  of  the  WSA, 
however,  would  avoid  commitment  of  the  dolomite,  and  adjacent  refractory  clay 
deposits.  The  northern  unit  of  the  Sand  Castle  WSA  has  potential  for  base 
and  precious  metal  deposits,  similar  to  adjacent  parts  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo 
WSA.  The  perllte  deposit  at  Ruby  Mountain,  at  the  north  edge  of  the  Browns 
Canyon  WSA,  is  a  well-known  mineral  collecting  site  for  specimens  of  garnet, 
obsidian  ("Apache  tears"),  and  topaz. 


Although  the  Bureau  of  Mines  has  not  made  detailed  assessments  of  the  other 
WSA's,  we  note  that  Upper  Grape  Creek  lies  within  the  Wet  Mountains  thorium 
district;  these  deposits  may  be  equally  valuable  for  rare  earth  minerals, 
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as  well.  Moreover,  the  geologic  environment  in  this  WSA,  and  Mclntyre  Hills, 
indicates  that  these  areas  may  be  favorable  for  base  metal  deposits. 


Effects  of  each  alternative  are  described  in  the  DEIS.  We  question,  however, 
whether  the  general  consequences  on  geology  and  minerals  (p.  49)  are  correct. 
As  we  understand  it,  more  restrictive  regulations  at  43  CFR  3802  apply  to 
mineral  exploration  and  development  in  WSA's  (and  to  valid  existing  rights 
in  designated  wilderness?);  the  cited  regulations  at  43  CFR  3809  apply  to 
other  public  land. 


We  believe  the  DEIS  should  make  it  clear  that  undiscovered  mineral  resources 
in  designated  areas  would  be  committed  (lost)  to  wilderness.  The  statement 
that  designation  would  have  little  or  no  impact  on  mineral  development  Is 
misleading;  such  consequences  are  correct  only  if  it  has  been  proven  that  no 
mineral  resources  are  present. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DEIS. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  1-93 
Response  1 

As  stated  in  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
report  for  Beaver  Creek,  development 
of  the  fluorspar  is  unlikely  because 
of  the  low  tonnage  and  grade,  high 
mining  costs,  and  lack  of  local 
market.  It  is  also  unlikely  that  the 
dolomite  would  ever  be  developed. 
This  has  been  discussed  in  Chapter  3 
of  this  FELS. 

Also  the  proposed  action  for  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA  has  been  changed  from 
Alternative  D  -  Partial  Wilderness 
Designation— II,  to  Alternative  C  - 
Partial  Wilderness  Designation— I, 
which  includes  the  southwestern 
portion  of  the  WSA  in  the  portion 
recommended  for  wilderness. 

Although  there  is  potential  for  base 
and  precious  metals  in  the  Sangre  de 
Cristo  mountains,  field  examination  by 
BLM  geologists  has  shown  the  entire 
Sand  Castle  WSA  to  have  low  mineral 
potential.  This  WSA  has  no  mining 
Maims  and  there  has  been  no  mineral 
interest  expressed. 

Wilderness  designation  would  not 
impact  the  small  scale  mineral 
collecting  which  primarily  occurs 
outside  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA.  As 
discussed  in  Chapter  3,  development  of 
the  perlite  deposit  on  the  northern 
edge  of  Browns  Canyon  is  not  expected 
because  of  the  small  size  of  the  site 
and  distance  to  a  processing  facility. 

Response  2 

In  a  designated  wilderness  area, 
exploration  and  development  would  be 
allowed  only  on  those  claims  that 
prove  valid  existing  rights.  These 
claims  would  be  subject  to  the  43  CFR 
3809  regulations  and  BLM  Wilderness 
Management  Policy. 


Vt^W^ 
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Response  3 

The  Affected  Environment  (Chapter  3) 
recognizes  the  potential  for  mineral 
development  in  areas  where  there  are 
no  presently  discovered  mineral 
resources.  This  potential  has  been 
taken  into  account  in  the  analysis  in 
Chapter  4. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

RECIONAL  OFFICE.  LOWER  MISSOURI  RECION 

8UILDINC  20,  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  252(7 

DENVER.  COLORADO   8022S 
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OCT  1     1S82 


Memorandum 


To:  Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Royal  Gorqe  Resource 

Area,  P.O.   Box  1470,  Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

ASSISTANT 
From:  Regional   Director 

Subject:     Draft  Environmental   Impact  Statement  for  Canon  City  District 
Wilderness  Planning  Amendment  (DES  82-51) 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  above  draft  environmental   impact 
statement  and  do  not  anticipate  any  conflict  with  Reclamation  activities 
and  facilities  and  have  no  comments. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  2-3 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


,f^??7^'-<^ 
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in  r»h.y  Rirm  m 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

COLORADO  FIELD  OFFICE 

7J0  SIMMS  STREET 

ROOM  292 

GOLDEN.  COLORADO  80401 


February  28,  1986 


MEMORANDUM 


To: 


District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Canon  City  District  Office,  Canon  City,  CO 

From:      Assistant  Field  Supervisor,  ES 
Lakewood  Suhoffice,  Golden,  CO 

Subject:   Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Canon   City   District   Management   Framework   Plan 
Wilderness  Amendment 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  3-94 
Response  1 

In  concurrence  with  Section  7  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  the  ELM  has 
considered  the  impacts  of  all  actions 
in  this  FEIS  on  threatened  and 
endangered  species.  A  discussion  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species  is 
in  Chapter  1. 


As  requested  in  your  memorandum  of  January  30,  1986,  we  have 
reviewed  the  document,  subject  as  above,  and  offer  the  following 
comments  for  your  use. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  supports  the  preferred  alternatives 
as  identified  in  the  document.  It  appears  that  the  Sand  Castle 
Area  (CO-050-135)  may  be  difficult  to  manage  due  to  its  small 
size.  In  addition,  at  the  present  time,  the  primary  use  in  this 
area  is  hiking  which  results  in  minimal  impacts  to  the  area. 


As  you  know.  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  requires 
that  Federal  agencies  review  their  actions  and  determine  whether 
Federally  listed  species  will  be  affected.  Consequently,  BLM's 
MFP  should  not  only  discuss  the  occurrence  or  absence  of 
Federally  listed  species,  but  should  also  assess  the  potential 
impacts  that  may  occur  to  these  species  with  implementation  of 
the  wilderness  amendment.  A  "may  affect"  determination  would 
require  further  consultation  under  Section  7  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act. 


The  opportunity  to  provide  comments  at  this  late  date  is   greatly 
appreciated. 


6. 


IJsvy^f 


FWS/HR,  Denver 

FWS/ES,  Salt  Lake  City 

FWS/SE,  Grand  Junction 

CDOW,  Denver,  Attn:   Don  Smith 
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IN  R£PLY  R£F£H  TO; 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement 

529   2515  Road,   Suite  B-113 
Grand  Junction,   Colorado  81505 

June  4,    1987 


reau  of  Land  Management,    Canon  City,    CO 


7KKflSrJTOTlf6  JuperVWlTf;  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,    Fish 
and  Wildlife  Enhancement,    Grand  Junction,    CO 

SUBJECT:   Wilderness  Study  Areas,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

This  responds  to  your  May  15,  1987,  letter  regarding  potential  impacts  to 
threatened  and  endangered  species  associated  with  the  proposed  wilderness 
designation. 

Completion  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Statement)  itself  will 
have  no  impact  on  endangered  or  threatened  species.  While  the  Statement  may 
identify  specific  numbers  of  objectives,  it  is  impossible  through  one 
consultation  to  render  a  "may  affect"  or  "no  effect"  determination  on  all 
programs  and  activities  that  may  be  identified  in  the  Statement.   Thus, 
consultation  will  be  required  on  a  case-by-case  basis  prior  to 
implementation  of  each  specific  action  that,  at  that  time,  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (Bureau)  determines  "may  affect"  any  endangered  species, 
the  determination  is  "may  affect"  for  listed  species,  you  must  request  in 
writing  formal  consultation  from  the  Field  Supervisor,  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Enhancement,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  2078  Administration  Building, 
1745  West  1700  South,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84104.   At  this  time  you  should 
provide  this  office  a  copy  of  the  biological  assessment  and/or  any  other 
relevant  information  that  assisted  you  in  reaching  your  conclusion. 


If 


Due  to  the  historic  presence  of  peregrine  falcons  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  we  believe  the  final  Statement  should  stipulate  that 
the  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Plan  will  be  aggressively  implemented.   This 
would  require,  for  example,  the  Bureau  to  discourage  land-use  practices  and 
development  which  adversely  alter  or  eliminate  the  character  of  the  hunting 
habitat  or  prey  base  within  10  miles  and  the  immediate  habitats  within  1 
mile  of  the  nesting  cliff  (task  1221,  page  334).   Denying  any  applications 
for  surface  occupancy  or  disturbance  within  the  10-mile  radius  would  be 
evidence  of  aggressive  implementation  by  the  Bureau.   While  we  recognize 
that  such  actions  may  not  be  possible  in  every  case,  at  a  minimum  we  would 
expect  the  Bureau  to  closely  evaluate  all  such  disturbances  within  the  10- 
mile  radius  and  appropriately  justify  the  "may  affect"  or  "no  effect" 
determination  as  required  by  section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  4-97 
Response  1 

The  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Plan,  as 
referenced  in  the  Chapter  1  discussion 
of  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species, 
will  be  implemented. 

Response  2 

This  language  has  been  incorporated 
into  Chapter  1. 
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We  are  including  some  suggested  language  for  the  Statement.  We  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Statement.   Please  contact  u3  if  we  may  be 
of  further  assistance. 


Attachment: 


Comments,  Peregrine  Falcon  Recovery  Plan 
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Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 


Bald  eagles  and  peregrine  falcons  occur  in  some  of  the  Wilderness  Study 
Areas.   Bald  eagles  occur  as  winter  visitors  and  peregrine  falcons  have  been 
known  to  occur  in  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area. 

Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  requires  that  the  Bureau  review  the 
actions  they  may  authorize,  permit,  or  construct,  and  determine  whether 
Federally  listed  species  will  be  affected.   If  the  Bureau  determines  that  a 
particular  action  "may  affect"  a  Federal ly-  listed  species,  formal 
consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  must  be  requested.   A  "no 
affect"  determination  by  the  Bureau,  concurred  with  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  concludes  the  Bureau's  section  7  responsibilities.   The  Bureau  will 
satisfy  their  responsibilities  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  for  each 
action  that  may  potentially  impact  bald  eagles  or  peregrine  falcons  residing 
within  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

Due  to  the  likelihood  that  peregrine  falcons  may  occur  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  the  Bureau  will  implement  the  Peregrine  Falcon 
Recovery  Plan,  as  appropriate. 


Form  1541-3 
(July  196S) 

(formarlr  4-1599  ■) 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

CONFIRMATION/REPORT  OF  TELEPHONE  CONVERSATION 


ACA      MUfjA  (Six     fyc  ?J<S**s) 


Office 

£XkMA 


H 


Location 

| C  rtnf?*i i 

I  Telephone  Number 


Name 


Office 


Vs        J- 


Hl^JLULL     ffl#£U£-4L^£L  .•  g  f  S  >_ 


Location 


Telephone/Dumber 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  5-47 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Zi2j *(*■<:■  -  z£lu 


Purpose  of  Call: 

To      *eT,$y        7a ol     4/6*tf//     TA*t    77, tj/   d/V '  *e / '/>/" 

?2       sen  J  cc*>   +*  <■  «  U         <rrt      74t     <U  f{Jc£.»eiS      £■£$,. 


Explanatory  Remarks: 

J 


■£k 


a„ 


7 


Man    A  %  '-m 

cc:;f!.''..'-ation  cc?r 


f 


#= 
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IN   REPLY   REFER  TO: 

L7619     (RMR-PC) 

xL48 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL   PARK   SERVICE 

ROCKY     MOUNTAIN     REGIONAL    OFFICE 

655  Parfet  Street 

P.O.  Box  25387 

Denver.  Colorado    80221 


PEP.  3     1982 


Memorandum 

To:  Project  Manager,   Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area,    Bureau  of   Land 

Management,   Canon  City,   Colorado 

From:     Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Subject:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  ,  Canon  City 

District  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment,  Colorado   (DES  82/51) 

The  National  Park  Service  has  reviewed  the  subject  document.   We  support 
establishment  of  wilderness  generally  as  enhancing  the  overall  setting 
for  units  of  the  National  Park  System  and  recreational  use. 

The  Sand  Castle  Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  (C0-050-135)  affects  a  unit 
of  the  National  Park  System  since  it  abuts  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 
Monument . 


On  Page  43,  the  WSA  is  described  as  being  "east  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo 
Range;"  this  should  be  changed  to  "west."  That  same  paragraph  describes 
active  sand  dunes  600  to  800  feet  high  in  the  WSA;  our  experience  is 
that  these  dunes  are  only  60  to  80  feet  high. 

On  page  44  under  Wilderness,  a  "way"  is  described  as  being  on  the  east 
perimeter  of  the  larger  parcel;  this  should  be  changed  to  "west." 

The  same  paragraph  on  page  44  describes  a  fence  line  on  the  northern 
border  of  the  WSA.   There  is  no  mention,  however,  of  the  existing  fence 
along  the  boundary  of  the  national  monument,  between  the  monument  and 
all  the  parcels  of  the  WSA.  j  This  fence  is  to  prevent  cattle  trespass 
into  the  monument.  [  We  wonder  whether  a  fence  might  not  also  be  appropriate 


to  define  the  boundary  of  the  WSA's  if  they  were  designated  wilderness. 
We  suggest  that  the  final  EIS  discuss  this  possibility  and  its  consequences, 
e.g.,  visual  intrusion,  as  well  as  protecting  the  wilderness  from  back- 
country  vehicle  use. 

The  WSA  is  a  remote  and  isolated  area,  and  while  the  draft  EIS  states  on 
page  74  that  "a  minor  amount  of  four-wheel  driving  and  dune  buggy  riding 
would  be  lost,"  there  Is  no  indication  of  how  this  might  be  enforced. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  6-74 
Response  1 

Thank  you.     These  corrections  have 
been  made  in  the  FEIS. 

Response  2 

Although  some  back-country  vehicle  use 
occurs  on  this  WSA,  use  levels  are  low 
aid  no  noticeable  impacts  are 
occurring.     In  addition,  no  increase 
in  this  use  is  projected  regardless  of 
wilderness  designation  because  of  the 
existence  of  other  areas  more  suited 
to  such  use.     This  use  will  continue 
to  be  difficult  to  restrict  from 
either  the  existing  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  or  from  an  expanded 
wilderness  area  should  the  boundary  be 
extended  through  designation  of  the 
WSA.     In  either  case,  this  is  largely 
an  issue  of  manageability  and  not  an 
environmental  issue  for  analysis  in 
this  document.     Consequently,  it 
should  more  appropriately  be  addressed 
in  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Monument 
Management  Plan  or  in  a  wilderness 
management  plan  for  the  WSA  should  it 
be  designated. 


You  may  wish  Co  have  the  final  EIS  include  Che  possibility  of  a  cooperacive 
agreement  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  National  Park 
Service  for  management  of  the  area  if  it  were  designated  wilderness 
(under  the  authority  of  16  U.S.C.  17 j— 2 (b) ) .  However,  we  hasten  to 
point  out  that  the  National  Park  Service  has  not  the  resources  to  carry 
out  such  an  agreement. 


6-74  Response  3 

Although  a  cooperative  agreement  has 
not  been  mentioned  in  the  FEIS,  it  is 
expected  that  such  an  agreement  WDuld 
be  developed  should  the  area  be 
designated  wilderness. 


Richard  A.  Strait 
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IN   REPLY   REFER  TO: 


7-92 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

655  Parfet  Street 

P.O.  Box  25287 

Denver,  Colorado    80225 


L7619    (RMR-PC) 


APR  25  1983 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  7-92 


Memorandum 


From: 


Project  Manager,  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Canon  City,  Colorado 

Associate  Regional  Director,  Planning  and  Resource  Preservation, 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 


Subject:  Further  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS),  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment, 
Colorado  (DES  82/51) 

We  understand  that  shortly  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  will  be 
forwarding  a  subject  final  EIS  to  Washington,  D.C.,  for  review.   The 
National  Park  Service  wishes  to  reiterate  its  comments  on  the  draft  EIS 
which  were  sent  to  you  on  December  3,  1982. 


We  are  especially  concerned  about  the  proposal  for  designating  the  Sand 
Castle  wilderness,  particularly  the  three  southern  parcels.  We  urge 
that  the  final  EIS  specifically  deal  with  the  management  problems  outlined 
in  our  December  3  memorandum.   Some  additional  information  has  come  to 
light  since  then.  Our  earlier  memorandum  calls  attention  to  the  need 
for  enforcement  against  ORV  use  if  the  parcels  are  designated  wilderness. 
We  noted  that  the  draft  EIS  considered  there  would  be  a  "minor  amount" 
of  ORV  use  lost.   We  suggest  that  the  final  EIS  recognize  the  difficulties 
of  enforcing  such  a  prohibition  of  use.  The  area  is  commonly  used  by 
local  groups  for  ORV  recreation.  The  staff  at  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 
Monument  has  noticed  such  use  of  the  WSA  vicinity  nearly  every  weekend 
over  the  past  winter. 


Another  factor  not  brought  out  earlier  is  that  some  of  the  ORV  use  is 
for  the  purpose  of  collecting  Indian  artifacts  from  the  bottom  of  sand 
"blowouts."  This  occurs  both  inside  and  outside  the  national  monument 
and  is  another  law  enforcement  factor  to  be  considered  in  wilderness 
designation. 


We  continue  to  stress  the  need  for  fencing  along  the  monument  boundary 
to  prevent  trespass  grazing.  The  final  EIS  should  point  out  that  the 
legislative  history  of  P.L.  94-567,  which  established  the  Great  Sand 
Dunes  Wilderness,  permits  the  National  Park  Service  to  use  motorized 
vehicles  within  the  wilderness  to  patrol  the  area  and  to  maintain  the 
boundary  fence  (Senate  Committee  Report  94-1357) .  The  nature  of  the 


Response  1 

See  Response  2  to  your  previous  letter 
number  6-74. 

Response  2 

There  are  no  known  cultural  resources 
within  the  WSA.  In  addition,  we  have 
no  evidence  that  any  portion  of  the 
WSA  is  being  used  for  access  to 
cultural  sites  within  the  National 
rbnument.  Further  discussion  on 
cultural  resources  is  in  Chapter  1. 

Response  3 

Since  no  grazing  occurs  in  the  WSA, 
there  is  no  need  for  a  fence  to 
control  livestock  use. 

If  the  WSA  were  designated  wilderness, 
a  management  plan  would  address 
motorized  travel  for  administrative 
purposes.  It  could  be  possible  to 
permit  this  limited  use  under  the 
current  wilderness  management  policy. 


terrain  may  cause  the  patrol  vehicle  to  cross  into  portions  of  the 
proposed  Sand  Castle  wilderness. 


We  believe  that  having  the  final  EIS  point  out  the  management  problejis 
outlined  above  and  in  our  earlier  memorandum  will  facilitate  the  job  of 
the  decisionmaker  as  to  whether  all  or  part  of  the  Sand  Castle  WSA 
should  be  designated  as  wilderness. 


z. 


Richard  A.    Strait 
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8-96 


United  Stales  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

GREAT  SAND  DUNES  NATIONAL  MONUMENT 
MOSCA.  COLORADO  811*4 


IN    REPLY    REFER  TO; 


May  12,  1987 


Mr.  Kenneth  Smith 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  311 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Smith: 

In  response  to  your  telephone  inquiry,  we  offer  the  following  lgfiormation. 
The  strategy  utilized  in  the  Preliminary  Resource  Assessment  ofthe  Sand 
Castle  unit  was  based  on  two  "key  questions."  These  questions  were: 

1.   "Do  the  lands  possess  significant  scenic,  scientific,  cultural, 
and  recreational  values  that  importantly  supplement  or  com- 
plement those  within  the  current  park  boundary?"  and 


2. 


"Do  the  lands  fill  a  management  or  administrative  need  for  resource 
protection  or  public  use?" 


In  response  to  these  "key  questions"  in  conducting  the  preliminary 
assessment,  the  evaluation  team  relied,  to  a  degree,  on  information 
contained  in  various  BLM  documents  as  well  as  an  on-the-ground  survey 
of  the  Sand  Castle  unit. 

In  conclusion,  the  Sand  Castle  unit  was  judged  to  be  Insignificant  based 
on  the  criteria  earlier  identified.   The  Preliminary  Resource  Assessment 
points  out  that  the  Sand  Castle  unit  would  neither  add  to  nor  subtract 
from  the  scenic,  scientific,  cultural  and  recreational  values  of  the 
monument. 


Sincerely, 


Robert  C.   Reyes 
Superintendent 


%» 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  8-96 
Response  1 

We  appreciate  the  information  the 
National  Park  Service  has  provided. 
This  is  of  particular  importance  since 
the  Sand  Castle  WSA  is  contiguous  to 
the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  and  is 
too  small  (1,644  acres)  to  be 
considered  for  wilderness  by  itself . 


9-98 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

645-655  Parte!  Strttl 

P.O.  Bex  25287 

Denver,  Colorado  80225 


;uh 


-J  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

DI8    (RKR-FP) 

s    ■- 

Memorandum 

To:       State  Director,  Colorado  State  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Denver,  Colorado  ^_ 

From:     Regional  Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Subject:   Sand  Castle  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  Canyon  City  District 

As  a  result  of  several  recent  inquiries,  there  appears  to  be  some  confusion 
as  to  what  the  National  Park  Service's  position  is  relative  to  the  four  units 
which  constitute  the  Sand  Castle  Wilderness  Study  Area  (CO-050-135)  adjacent 
to  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument  in  Colorado. 

In  our  December  3,  1982,  and  April  25,  1983,  comments  on  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment,  we 
supported  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  proposal  to  establish  wilderness  within 
the  Sand  Castle  Units  and  indicated  such  designation  would  compliment  the 
overall  setting  of  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument.  The  latter  referenced 
memorandum  pointed  out  several  difficulties  of  enforcing  certain  prohibitions 
against  use  that  currently  exist;  however,  this  did  not  change  our  opinion 
that  wilderness  designation  would  compliment  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 
Monument  values.   As  per  this  memorandum,  we  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  the 
National  Park  Service  would  welcome  wilderness  designation  in  the  Sand  Castle 
Units. 


Based  on  our  recent  conversation  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Canyon 
City  District,  it  is  our  understanding  that  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
proposes  to  change  their  position  and  recommend  the  area  be  dropped  from 
further  consideration  as  wilderness.   Should  this  be  the  final  decision,  we 
recommend  that  the  final  EIS  reflect  that  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would 
closely  coordinate  the  management  and  administration  of  the  units  with  the 
National  Park  Service  so  as  not  to  impact  park  resources  and  visitor  use  and 
enjoyment  of  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument.   Our  concerns  would 
obviously  include  any  activities  that  would  result  in  a  contrast  with  the 
wilderness  values  within  the  monument. 


We  also  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  clear  any  confusion  surrounding  the 
National  Park  Service  Resource  Assessment  of  the  Sand  Castle  Units  conducted 
in  1984.   The  assessments  were  conducted  as  a  result  of  Congressman 
John  Seiberling's  Bill  (H.R.  1214)  and  request  to  the  National  Park  Service 
to  evaluate  the  Sand  Castle  Unit  for  possible  addition  to  Great  Sand  Dunes 
National  Monument.   Since  the  Bill  had  nothing  to  do  with  wilderness,  we 
evaluated  the  units  simply  as  a  potential  addition  to  the  park.   The  results 
of  the  Resource  Assessment  concluded  that  the  units  were  insignificant  based 
on  National  Park  Service  criteria;  therefore,  the  units  were  dropped  from 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  9-98 

Response  1 

Any  future  actions  that  may  impact 
adjacent  land  wuld  be  closely 
coordinated  with  the  landowner,  or  in 
this  case  the  Park  Service. 
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9-98 


2 

further  consideration.  The  1984  Resource  Assessments  should  in  no  way  effect 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  assessment  of  the  units  for  wilderness 
consideration,  nor  should  the  results  of  the  assessment  be  interpreted  as  the 
National  Park  Service  being  opposed  to  wilderness  designation  in  the  Sand 
Castle  Units. 

We  hope  this  resolves  any  confusion  that  might  exist  concerning  this  matter. 
Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Wayne  Gardner,  Division  of 
Planning  and  Compliance  at  FTS  776-8688  or  commercial  303-236-8688. 


o2^Lvua-~-~<-  /Tlc-*^™-^^1 


cc: 

Supt.,  Great  Sand  Dunes  NM 

Project  Manager,  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Canyon  City,  CO 
Mr.  Kirk  Keopsel 

Colorado  Env.  Coalition,  Denver,  CO 
Bob  Stewart,  Office  of  Env.  Policy  Review 

Denver,  Colorado 


I'/iTim  United  states 
■AwW/y  Department  of 
^^^/   Agriculture 


Forest      Pike  &   San  Isabel  National  Forests 
Service     192o  Valley  Drive,    Pueblo,   CO     81008 
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1920  Land  &  Resource  Management  Planning 
DEIS  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,    CO     81212 


3...     SEP  1  8    882 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  10-1 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


no    eomraants    on    subject    environmental    impact    statement. 


//>  BRUCE   H.    MORGAN 
/       Forest   Supervisor 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
forest  service 
Rio  Grande  National  Forest 
1803  West  Highway  160 
Monte  Vista,  CO   81144 


October  12,  1982 

r  Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO   81212 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  11-11 
Tharik  you  for  your  letter. 


Dear  Jack: 

My  Staff  and  I  have  reviewed  you  Draft  Enviromental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment.  Sand 
Castle  and  San  Luis  Hills  are  the  only  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
the  San  Luis  Valley  and  neither  of  these  areas  are  adjacent  to 
the  Rio  Grande  National  Forest.  Access  to  or  through  these  areas 
will  not  affect  National  Forest  management. 

You  are  probably  aware  that  through  a  cooperative  agreement,  we 
have  fire  control  responsibility  on  all  BLM  land  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley.  There  is  no  history  of  any  fire  occurrance  in  the  Sand 
Castle  or  San  Luis  Hills  areas.  Your  preferred  alternative  should 
not  affect  fire  control  in  these  areas. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  Wilderness  Planning 
Amendment. 

Sincerely, 

GEORGFW.   WHITLOCK  JR.  f 
Forest  Supervisor 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

AIR  FORCE  REGIONAL  CIVIL  ENGINEER  CENTRAL   REGION  (AFESC) 

1114  COMMERCE  STREET 

DALLAS  TEXAS  75242 

24  September  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P  0  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Canon  City  District 
Wilderness  Planning  Amendment  for  the  seven  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  in 
Colorado. 


As  in  previous  correspondence  with  BLM,  we  continue  to  express  our  support  of 
BLM  efforts  in  inventorying  the  public  lands  for  wilderness  potential.  The  Air 
Force  position  on  wilderness  issues  remains  the  concern  to  retain  use  of 
existing  and  the  establishment  of  future  military  flight  training  areas  and 
routes  which  may  traverse  these  areas. 


Current  Air  Force  operations  in  the  Canon  City  District  includes  an  Instrumen- 
tation Training  Route  crossing  the  Sangre  De  Cristo  Range  just  east  of  Salida 
and  proceeding  to  La  Veta  Pass  southward  toward  Huerfano  Valley.  Although 
flight  training  areas,  routes,  and  airspace  requirements  of  the  military  are 
subject  to  change  and  do  change  frequently,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the 
referenced  route  will  be  altered  in  the  immediate  future. 

Mission  requirements,  fuel  costs  and  environmental  constraints  determine  the 
decision  to  locate  a  military  training  activity.  Because  of  general  aviation 
and  population  pressures,  low  level  high  speed  flights  are  relegated  to  areas 
which  are  least  accessible  and  sparsely  inhabited.  Therefore,  we  request 
that  you  give  full  consideration  to  how  planning  and  management  decisions  made 
by  your  agency  may  adversely  affect  or  restrict  use  of  low  altitude  airspace 
by  the  Air  Force.  The  Air  Force  position  on  this  matter  is  based  on  the  high 
training  and  readiness  values  rendered  by  use  of  this  low  altitude  airspace. 
Decisions  to  restrict  military  overflights  will  be  opposed  by  the  Air  Force. 

We  are   hopeful  this  information  is  useful  in  your  planning.  If  additional 
information  is  needed,  our  staff  point  of  contact  is  Mr.  Raymond  Bruntmyer, 
(214)  767-2514,  or  FTS  729-2514. 


SincereTy 


c 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  12-2 
Response  1 

There  are  currently  no  restrictions  on 
low-level  flights  over  any  designated 
wilderness  area  nor  are  any  expected. 


JOE  C.  LA  FOY,  JR 

Chief,  Environmental^ lanning  Division 


olonel,  USAF 


Cy  to:  AF/LEEV 

AFREP/FAA  Northwest 
Mountain  Region 
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UNITED  ST ATE5  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  V  1 1 1 
1360  LINCOLN  STREET 
DENVER.  COLORADO  R0295-0699 


Ref:      8PM-EA 

Jack  A1  bri  ght 

Project  Manager,   BLM 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.   Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado     81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 


consideration.     The  orga 

very  clear  and  helpful.  The  maps  and  graphics  combined  with  the  systemati. 
presentation  of  each  alternative  makes  it  easy  for  the  reader  to  understand 
and  compare  the  alternatives. 

One  of  our  primary  interests   relative  to  Wilderness   designation  relates 
to  the  various  ways  in  which  such   designation   can   affect  water  quality.     We 
often  see  wilderness   designations   as  one  approach   toward  protecting  the  water 
quality  of  municipal   water  supplies,   significant  fisheries   and  other 
downstream  uses.     Generally  your  Water  Section  under  each  alternative 
adequately  addressed  those   issues. 


d  have  been  appropriate  to   include- 
ive  to  monitoring  from  such  sources 
WSA.     Would  the  power  plant   impact 

If  the  state  eventually  desired 
e  stringent  Class   I    designation, 
given  the  proximity  of  the  power 
If  it  were  possible,  how  would 
and   plans  of  the  power   plant?     It 
serious  ramifications   for   the  City 
We  would  suggest  that  the  FE I S 
neighboring  facilities. 

According  to  the  system  EPA  uses   to  rate  draft  EIS's,  the  Canon  City 
District  Wilderness  draft  EIS  will    be  listed   in  the  Federal   Register   as  LO-2. 
This  means  that  we  have  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action   as  presented  in 
the  draft  EIS,  however  some  additional   air  quality  discussion  should  be 
included  in  the  final  EIS.     If  you   have   any  questions  regarding  our   comments, 
plese  contact  Dennis  Sohocki    at  FTS  327-4831. 


Additional  air  quality  information  wou 
in  the  DEIS.  There  was  no  discussion  rel at 
as  the  power  plant  next  to  the  Beaver  Creek 
the  wilderness  qualities  of  the  study  area? 
to  reclassify  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  to  a  mor 
would  such  a  redesignation  even  be  possible 
plant,  the  prevailing  winds  and  topography' 
such  a  redesignation  affect  the  operations 
occurs  to  us  that  redesignation  would  have 
of  Colorado  Springs'  power  plant  operations 
seriously  consider  the  financial    impacts   on 


Sincerely  yours. 
Steven  J. 


yCZW^U- 


rham 
Regional  Administrator 


RESPONSE  ID  LETTER  13-86 
Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.    The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.    A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.     The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  .   . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.   ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  ELM. 

Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status  of  the  area. 


Richard  D    Larr 
Governor 


Colorado  Department  of  Corrections 


6385  North  Academy  Boulevard 

Colorado  Springs.  Colorado  80907 

Telephone       [303]    5980729 


14-7 


James  G.  Ricketts,  Ph.D. 
Executive  Director 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  14-7 


Sincerely, 


warn 


rren  T.  Diesslin 
Superintendent 


Response  1 


October  15,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  D.  Albright 

Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

I  was  advised  that  there  are  current  plans  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  restrict  any  type  of  motorized  vehicle  in  the 
Brown's  Canyon  area.   Although  I  believe  this  is  an  issue  to  be 
addressed  based  on  the  merits  of  your  investigation,  I  wish  to 
advise  that  there  are  frequent  cases  when,  in  the  public  interest, 
T  pursue  escapees  through_that  area.  |  Because  of  the  geographies 
Tt^has  become  a  natural  route  of  escape  once  inmates  unlawfully 
remove  themselves  from  this  institution.   Tt  has  been  my  experience 
that  it  is  necessary  to  use  motor  vehicles  in  the  Brown's  Canyon 
area  to  apprehend  these  individuals. 


This  would  be  addressed  in  a 
wilderness  managerasnt  plan  if  the  WSA 
is  designated-     Provisions  are  in  the 
Wilderness  Management  Policy  to  allow 
for  motorized  travel  in  these 
situations. 


respectfully  request  that  you  make  some  provision  for  us  to  con 
Lnue  to  do  that  after  you  designate  the  area  for  public  use. 
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15-66 


COLORADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 

The  Colorado  Heritage  Center  1300  Broadway  Denver,  Colorado  80S03 

September  27,  1982 


Mr.  Stephen  0.  Ellis 

Principal  Planner 

A-95  Clearinghouse 

523  State  Centennial  Building 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 


If  OCT  041332J 

Division  of  Local  Government 


RE: 


Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Amendment  Draft  EIS-Bt-M 
#82-117 


Dear  Mr.  Ellis: 


The  designation  of  land  as  a  wilderness  area  on  the  one  hand 
restricts  access  to  the  land  by  the  use  of  motorized  vehicles  and 
restricts  land  disturbing  activities,  but  on  the  other  hand  probably 
increases  visitor  use.   The  possibility  exists  that  vandalism  of 
cultural  resources  could  increase  due  to  the  increased  activity. 
This  office  suggests  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  provide  for 
a  monitor  to  periodically  check  known  cultural  resources  within  the 
areas  under  consideration  for  wilderness  designation.   In  the  event 
that  vandalism  increases, a  cultural  resource  survey  should  then  be 
conducted  in  those  areas  of  high  visitor  use  within  each  study  area, 
A  mitigation  plan  would  then  be  formulated  in  consultation  with  this 
office  to  deal  with  the  impacts  to  any  eligible  resources. 


If  this  office  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  contact  the 
Compliance  Division  at  866-3392. 


Arthur  C.Townsend 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  15-66 

Response  1 

Further  discussion  of  cultural 
resources  has  been  added  to  Chapter  1 
of  this  FELS. 

The  BLM  in  Colorado  and  the  Colorado 
Historical  Society  have  recently 
(1987)  agreed  that  at  the  time  the 
wilderness  management  plan  is 
developed,  procedures  for 
identification  and  protection  of 
cultural  resources  will  be  considered 
as  part  of  that  process. 


ACT/WJGlss 


COIDRADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 

Colorado  State  Museum     1300  Broadway     Denver,  Colorado  80203 


16-95 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  16-95 


March  25,  1987 


Mr.  Nell  Morck 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2850  Youngfield  Street 

Lakewood.  Cplorado  80215 

Dear  Mr,  " 


Thank  you  for  sending  us  a  copy  of  your  proposed  language  for 
Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statements.   This  standard  language 
should  be  appropriate  for  most  upcoming  ElS's  where  the  likelihood 
of  having  significant  cultural  resource  values  is  low. 


You  and  your  staff  deserve  congratulations  for  developing  such  a 
useful  and  comprehensive  approach  to  a  sensitive  national  issue. 
I  can  only  hope  other  agencies  will  follow  your  lead. 

Sincerely, 


[04tu,'tCJ*M<46t* 


Response  1 

Thank  you  for  your  letter.    Vfe  have 
included  this  language  in  Chapter  1. 


Leslie  E.  Wlldesen,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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LEW:ng 


IR#  156 


17-65 


COLORADO  NATURAL  HERITAGE  INVENTORY  W'"      ''' 

1 5S0  Lincoln  Street.  Room  110    Denver.  Colorado  8020J     1303)866-583%    \     <■'.:■ 


A 


TO:    Stephen  0.  Ellis 

FROM:  Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Inventory 


■r  ■■  <~p     ■//>) 
DATE:  19  November' y982  A'// 

CC:  C.  Pustmueller   Vv~'' 
S.  Bissell 


DATA  PERTAINING  TO:   Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Amendment  Draft  EIS 
#82-117 

BEAVER  CREEK  WSA 
Special  Animals 

Desert  shrew  (Notiosorex  crawfordi)  -  Special  Concern  Species-  about 
10  widely  distributed  records  from  Colorado  in  the  southeast  and 
southwest  portion  of  the  state.  Several  collections  of  this  species 
T\\   mo^e  ^°n9  E19htm11e  Creek  in  Phanton  Canyon  in  T  17S,  R69W 
S  22,  28,  32,  22  and  T18S,  R69W,  S4.  This  species  is  not  well- 
known  in  Colorado,  but  may  be  more  common  than  the  records  indicate 
The  study  in  Phantom  Canyon  is  one  of  the  more  comprehensive  ones 
from  the  entire  range  of  this  species.  The  preferred  Alterante  D 
would  exclude  this  portion  of  land  from  Beaver  Creek  WSA. 

Night  snake  (Hypsiqlena  torguataj  -  Special  Concern  Species:  distribution 
similar  to  the  desert  shrew,  with  about  12  localities  of  one  subspecies 
in  the  southeastern  portion  of  Colorado  and  3  locations  of  the  second 
subspecies  in  western  Colorado.  The  closest  known  record  of  this 
species  to  this  WSA  is  Brush  Hollow  Reservoir,  about  5  miles  south. 

SAND  CASTLE  WSA 
Special  Animals 

Tiger  beetle  (Cicindela  theatina)  -  Special  Concern  Species,  to  be  in- 
cluded on  the  Invertebrate  Notice  of  Review  soon  to  be  published  in 
the  Federal  Register.  This  species,  known  only  from  Great  Sand  Dunes 
National  Monument  and  its  vicinity,  occurs  in  patches  of  Indian  rice 
grass  scattered  across  the  dunes.  It  has  been  collected  within  this 
proposed  WSA. 


17-65 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  17-65 


SPECIAL  PLANTS 

P.  28:  Approximately  two  miles  southwest  of  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA  is  one  of 
the  two  localities  of  Eriogonum  brandegei  (USFWS  Category  2)  known  in 
the  world.  The  possibility  exists  that  this  taxon  could  occur  within  the 
WSA. 

P.  33:  The  He  Intyre  Hills  WSA  contains  a  known  occurrence  of  Pejnstemon 
degeneri,  a  USFWS  Category  2  plant  taxon.  One  of  four  population 
centers  known  to  exist  in  the  world. 

P.  34:  A  known  locality  for  P.  degeneri  occurs  adjacent  to  the  Lower  Grape 
Creek  WSA.  The  possibility  exists  that  this  taxon  could  occur  within 
the  WSA. 

P.  38:  Information  from  a  botanical  specimen  indicates  that  Bolophyta 

tetraneuris  (USFWS  Category  2)  occurs  within  the  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA. 

These  and  other  taxa  of  concern  have  the  possibility  of  occurring  in  the  WSA's. 
If  specific  occurrence  or  other  data  are  desired,  please  contact  us. 


Response  1 

The  document  has  been  changed  to 
recognize  the  occurrence  and/or 
potential  occurrence  of  the  following 
FWS  Category  2  plant  taxa: 

Mclntyre  Hills  WSA,  Penstemon 
degeneri  is  known  to  occur.  This 
species  may  also  occur  in  the 
Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSAs ; 
however,  further  field  inventories 
would  have  to  be  conducted  to 
verify  this. 

Beaver  Creek  WSA,  Bolophyta 
tetraneuris  is  known  to  occur. 


-   Browns  Canyon  WSA,  Eriogonum 

brandegei  occurs  adjacent  to  this 
WSA  and  potentially  could  occur  in 
the  WSA. 


5-15 


The  above  inf ormation  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  Chapter  1, 
discussion  of  T&E  species. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 

4201  East  Arkansas  Ave 
Denver.  Colorado  80222 
(303)  757-9011 


November  18,  1982 


18-67 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 


Ail  '■-', 


Hi 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  18-67 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Mr.  Stephen  0.  Ellis  '?o/^--. 

State  Clearinghouse  ^'''O'ji    ' 

520  State  Centennial  Building  ""''■ ..... 

1313  Sherman  Street 
Denver,  Colorado   80203 

Dear  Mr.  Ellis: 

The  Colorado  Department  of  Highways  has  completed  its  review  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Canon  City  District 
Wilderness  Amendment  and  has  no  comments. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Harvey  R.  Atchison 

Director 

Division  of  Transportation  Planning 


By 


Barbara  L.  S.  Chocol 

Manager 

Project  Development  Branch 


REG/rg 


1  9-63 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 


nl  nl  tool  Alt.nis 


DIVISION  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

P.it  R.irliff.  Dircdor 


December  3,  1982 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  19-63 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Area  Manager 

Canon  City  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

SUBJECT: 


Dear  Sir: 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Plannlrig  Amendment 


The  Colorado  Clearinghouse  has  received  the  above-referenced  Draft  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  and  has  distributed  it  to  interested  state  agencies 
Comments  received  from  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Colorado  Natural 
Heritage  Inventory,  Colorado  Historical  Society,  Colorado  Department  of 
Highways,  and  the  Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources  are  enclosed  for 
your  information.   A  comment  from  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  will 
be  sent  when  it  is  received  by  the  Clearinghouse  office. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  matter . 

Sincerelv, 


Stephen  0.  Ellis 
Chief  Planner 


SF/PN/vt 
Enclosures 


Office  of  the  Covernor 
Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Colorado  Historical  Society 
Department  of  Highways 
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1313  Sherman  Street,  Room  520,  Denver,  Colorado  80203    (303)  066-2156 


20-77 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 


()Cturlmcni  ul  (-fir.il  Midi 


DIVISION  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Pat  RailiM,  Dirrrlnr 


MEMO  RAND  U  M 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  20-77 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Attn:   Area  Manager 


Stephen  0.  Ellis 
State  Clearinghouse 


ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


Canon  Citv  Mstrict  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

December  6,  I QR2 


The  enclosed  comments  on  the  above-ref erenced  proposal  have  just  been 
received  from  the  following: 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 


Please  consider  this  transmittal  as  an  official  addition  to  the  comments 
which  I  sent  to  you  earlier.   We  regret  this  late  transmittal,  and  hope 
that  these  comments  can  still  be  given  consideration. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


SE/vt 

Enclosure 


20-77 

STATE  OF  COLORADO 


COLORADO  NATURAL  AREAS  PROGRAM 

Depjrrmenl  ol  Natural  Resource. 
13)1  Sherman  Street    Room  710 
Denvrr.  Colorado  BOM* 

PhOn*()03l«m>1111 


December    3,    1982 


Mr.    Jack  Albright.    Manager 
Roynl    Gorge   Resource   Area 
Bureau  of   Land   Management 
P.O.    Box    U70 
Canon  City,    Colorado   81212 

Dear  Jack; 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Canon  City  District 
Wilderness  Planning  Amendment  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
request  that  you  consider  the  following  comments. 

BLM  should  be  commended  for  1 1  s  identification  and  recognition  of  the 
outstanding  wilderness  qualities  of  Beaver  Creek  and  Brown's  Canyon. 
However,  BLM's  preferred  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  exclude  three  other 
highly  qualified  wilderness  areas:   Upper  Grape  Creek,  Lower  Grape  Creek 
and  San  Luis  Hills. 

Specific  comments  on  each  area  fol low: 

1.   Beaver  Creek:   Favor  Alternative  C  and  oppose  BLM's 

Preferred  Alternative  D.   We  do  not  support  the  deletion  of 
the  4,000  acres  south  of  the  Holbert  drainage.   The  DEIS 
states  that  this  4,000  acres  is  excluded  because  of  a 
firewood  harvest  project  which  "could  result  in  a  loss 
of  some  primitive  and  uncon fined  recreation,  so litude  and 
naturalness  due  to  associated  surface  disturbing  activities 
such  as  road  building"  (Page  69).   This  country  is  extremely 
rugged,  making  access  to  the  firewood  in  the  area  difficult. 
The  back  packing,  wildlife,  and  other  wilderness  values  of 
this  area  outweigh  the  firewood  value  of  the  area. 

The  Beaver  Creek  Area  was  first  identified  to  the  Colorado 
Natural  Areas  Program  as  a  potential  State  Natural  Area  in  March, 
1978  by  Eric  Kelly,  Jr.,  who  was  appointed  by  Covernor  Richard 
Lamm  to  serve  on  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Council  In  1977 
and  was  reappointed  in  1979  for  a  four  year  term.   Furthermore, 
the  entire  Natural  Areas  Council  has  also  visited  the  site. 
Further  consideration  of  this  site  as  a  natural  area  was  post- 
poned pending  first,  final  negotiations  between  the  BLM  and  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  and  later,  decisions  on  the 
Wilderness  Study  Area. 
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20-77 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 
December  3,  1932 

Page  Two 


Wilderness  Preservation  System  will  provide  a  quality  wilderness 
area  having  ecological  and  geological  qualities  not  found  in 
the  existing  Wilderness  Areas  anywhere  in  the  United  States. 

2.   Rj^n^Cajwon:   Favor  BLM  Preferred  Alternative  for  Brown's 
Canyon.   The  6,614  acres  of  this  unit  is  too  rugged  to  make 
timber  and  minerals  production  economical. 

1.   Sand  CagtX«.   Favor  [Sl.M  Preferred  Alternative  for  Sand  Castle 
Of  1,644  acres  in  k    parcels  contiguous  to  Grant  Sand  Dunes 
wilderness  Area. 

4-   "PPer  and  Lower  Grape  Creek:   Favor  Alternative  D  (Partial 
Wilderness  Designation  -  II)  for  both  Upper  and  Lower  Crape 
Creek.   BLM  staff  at  the  State  briefing  commented  that  this 
Alternative  for  these  units  would  not  leave  a  manageable  unit 
Management   in  a  Wilderness  Area  should  be  negligible  if  the 
area  became  a  designated  Wilderness  Area. 

5.  S|n_Lut5  Mills:   Favor  Alternative  D  and  Oppose  BLM  Preferred 
Alternative.   The  ecosystems  found  in  this  unit  would  provide  a 
wilderness  experience  not  typical  of  the  existing  designated 
Wilderness  Areas  in  the  United  States. 

6.  jjelntvra  H1U.8,   Favor  BLM  Preferred  Alternative  for  non-wi 1 dernes 
recommendation  for  entire  16,800  acres. 


I  also  call  your  attention  to  comments  submitted  bv  the  Colorado 
Natural  Heritage  Inventory.   The  Inventory  Is  operated  bv  The  Nature 
Conservancy  under  a  contract  with  the  Colorado  Natural  Area,  Program   All 
data  in  the  Inventory  are  the  Property  of  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas 
Program.  Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 


If  you  have  a 


Thank  you 


ny  questions  on  these  comments,  please  contact 


DIVISION  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Prfl  Kadill.  Director 


S  incerel y , 

Carse  Pustmueller.  Ph.D. 

Director 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 

21-81 

STATE  OF  COLORauu 


H  EMORANDUM 


KESPONSE  TO  UTTER  21- 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Attn:   Jack  Albright 


Stephen  0.  Ellis 
State  Clearinghouse 


SUBJECT:    ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 

Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


DATE: 


December  7,  1982 


The  enclosed  comments  on  the  above-referenced  proposal  have  just  been 
received  from  the  following: 


Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 


Please  consider  this  transmittal  as  an  official  addition  to  the  comments 

which  I  sent  to  you  earlier.   We  regret  this  late  transmittal,  and  hope 

that  these  comments  can  still  be  given  consideration. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


SE/vt 
Enclosure 
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:  A"\  ~  or  col  oRano      mrHAHno.  lamm   i\,.v<»n- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 


D.  MONTE  PASCOE.  E  -ecu  due  0-i  rector 

1353  Shprman  St  ,  R.inrn  718.  Oenwr,  Colorado  80703   866  331 1 
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Geological  Sur 

Board  ol   Land  Commissioners 

Mined  Land  Reclamation 

Division  of  Mines 

Oil  and  Ha*  Conservation  Commission 

Division  o»  Parks  &  Outdoor  Recreation 

Soil  Conservation  Board 

Water  Conservation  Board 

Division  ol  Water  Resources 

Division  ot  Wildlife 


December  6,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

Post  Office  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado    81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

We  have  reviewed  the  BLM  proposals  for  wilderness  recommendations 
In  the  Canon  City  District.   The  preferred  alternative  strikes 
a  generally  reasonable  balance.   We  support  the  designation  of 
the  Brown's  and  Sand  Castle  areas. 

With  regard  to  Beaver  Creek,  we  recommend  that,  the  BLM  give  serious 
consideration  to  Inclusion  of  the  4000  acres  south  of  the  Holbert 
drainage,  as  well  as  the  17,000  acres  included  in  the  preferred 
alternative.   This  area  appears  to  have  significant  wilderness 
values,  and  a  relatively  small  acreage  of  harvestable  timber  would 
be  af  f ec  ted . 


Sincerely  yatfrpE 


^onte  Pascoe 
Executive  Director 


Division  of  Parks  &  Outdoor  Recreation 


STATE  OF  COLORAi55" 5 1 


1313  Sherman  Street,  Rm.  618 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 
Phone  (303)  839-3437 


November  29,  1982 


Richard  D.  Lamm. 
Governor 

O   Monte  Pjicoc, 
Executive  Director 

George  T.  O'Malley.  )f,. 
Director 

Colarulo  Boanl  of  Park* 
ami  Ouuioor  Rerrr.tr ion 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  22-51 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Richard  c.  Beirfleman 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

The  draft  E.I.S.  of  the  wilderness  planning  amendment  for  the  Canon 
City  district  is  concise  and  well  written  for  the  breadth  of  the 
areas  covered. 

The  SCORP  needs  information  shows  that  motorized  as  well  as  non- 
motorized  recreation  is  needed  in  the  State  Planning  Regions  in- 
cluded in  the  Canon  City  district.  The  E.I.S.  preferred  alternatives 
provide  for  a  range  of  both  motorized  and  non-motorized  back  country 
opportunities  and  make  for  a  balanced  approach  to  meeting  outdoor 
recreation  needs. 

We  concur  with  the  BLM  preferred  alternatives  for  the  wilderness  study 
areas  for  the  Canon  City  district  wilderness  planning  amendment. 


5-19 


Teresa  |.  Taylor 
Member 


yj-w-f-iVlL 
George  T.  QyMalley,  Jr 
Director  J 

GT0:JC:nb 

cc:  Dewitt  John 


23-68 


OFFICE  OF  THE  STATE  ENGINEER 

DIVISION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 


1313  Sherman  SlreetflWrhJiS 
Denver,  Colorad/£*J293/'V'.~--. 
(303)  866-1"*''  ""•.'-,  '.-•-'' 


October 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:       Pete  Neseth,  State  Clearinghouse 

FROM:     Hal  D.  Simpson,  Assistant  State  Engine 

SUBJECT:   Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Amendment  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  above  referenced 
DEIS.  We  have  no  specific  comments  or  objections  concerning  the  DEIS. 

HDS/JRH:ma 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  23-68 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


f'.'v-'.C:;--. 


'</  OCT 


OF  COLORADO 
!  ichar-j  D.  Lamm,  Governor 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

Jack  B   Gricb.  Director 

6060  Bro.idway 

Denver,  Colorado  60216  (825-1192) 
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MEMORANDUM 


Division  of  Local  Go.vern,TrsriE 


TO:  Pete  Naseth 

FROM:  Don  Smith 

SUBJECT:  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Amendment  Draft  EIS 

DATE;  December  1,  1982 


The  Division  of  Wildlife  has  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  supports  the 
preferred  alternatives.   However,  we  do  question  the  practicality  of 
recommending  the  Sand  Castle  Area  (CO-050-135)  for  wilderness  designation 
because  of  its  small  size  and  difficulty  to  manage.   The  present  use  is 
primarily  hiking  and  damage  is  minimal. 

In  general,  the  wildlife  data  is  acceptable  although  we  belive  the  potential 
losses  to  wildlife  resulting  from  wilderness  designation  is  high.   We  also 
feel  that  further  restriction  of  vehicle  access  will  not  be  significant 
because  many  of  the  areas  around  Canon  City  area  is  already  restricted  by 
legal  access  and  topography.   Our  specific  comments  follow: 


7 
19-24 


Paragraph 
7 

Table  I 1-2 


Wldlf . 


Comment 

Give  the  percent  of  the  district  which  87,778 
acres  containing  wilderness  values  represent. 

This  should  be  consistent  with  Table  II-l 
(p.  11)  where  Alternatives  C  and  D  were  desig- 
nated N/A  because  they  were  not  evaluated. 

Alternative  C  would  never  be  the  same  as 
Alternative  A  because  some  area  would  be  avail- 
able for  development.   The  differences  may  be 
negligible  but  if  so,  say  it.   The  same  applies 
to  Alternative  D. 

Convert  should  be  changed  to  displace  in 
referring  to  standing  fish  crops  throughout  the 
report . 

The  potential  losses  of  wildlife  under  the 
three  alternatives  should  be  detailed  to  be 
consistent.   Again,  Alternative  C  would  not 
be  the  same  as  Alternative  A. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  24-64 
Response  1 

Additions  or  changes  have  been  made  in 
the  appropriate  sections  of  the  FEIS. 


5-20 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Monte  Pascoe.  Execute  Director  -WILDLIFE  COMMISSION,  James  T  Smith.  Chairman 

Richard  Ovelbiss.  Vice  Chairman -James  C.  Kennedy.  Secretary -Sam  Caudill.  Member -Donald  Fernandez.  Member 

Michael  H,gbea.  Member  -Wilbur  Redden,  Member  -Jean  K.  Tool.  Member 


Pete  Naseth 

Page  2 

December   1,    1982 


24-64 


Page 
2[7T 

79 


S6 


Paragraph 

3 

6 

1 


Comment 


Define  MSA. 


Alternative  C  should  also  address  wildlife 
impacts. 

The  impact  to  existing  wildlife  and  habitat 
should  be  defined  under  no  wilderness  designa- 
tion.  Mineral  development  in  particular  would 
be  adverse. 

Nongame  fish  should  be  defined  in  the  glossary. 

We  appreciate  the  time  given  for  review  and  compliment  the  District  on  the 
easily  digested  format. 

cc:  Dewitt  John 


Response  2 

MSA  is  defined  in  the  Glossary. 

Response  3 

Additions  or  changes  have  been  made  in 
Chapter  4  and  the  Glossary. 


25-18 


Center  Soil  Conservation  District 

PO    Bnx  B       CsntPi.  C:olniado8M25       Phone  (303)  754  342$    3471 


October    26,    19S2 


Bureau  of  Land   Management 
Canon  City   Regional   Office 
3080  Main' 
Canon  City,    CO     81212 

To  Whom   It   Mry  Concern: 

The   Center  Soil   Conservation  District   has   reviewed    the    current   EIS 
covering  wilderness   designations    in   the   Canon  City   region.      We   are 
particularly    interested    in    the    Sand  Castle  Management  Area,   which 
is    located  within   our  conservation  district. 

After  reviewing    the    three   alternatives    listed,    the   district  would 
prefer  Alternative   B,    the   no  change   alternative.      If   a  wilderness 
area   is   necessary,   we  would   recommend    the    isolated    160  acre   parcel 
north   of    the   Great   Sand   Dunes  National   Park    for  wilderness   designa- 
tion.     This  parcel   could    then  act   as   a   buffer   between   the   park   and 
the    Baca   Grande    Development. 

Tf  any    further  evaluations   are   completed   concerning   the   Sand   Castle 
M.A.,    we   would   appreciate    the   chance    jo  review   this  material. 


RESPONSE  ID  LETTER  25-18 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


A. 


~\ 


Steve  Tonso,  President 

Center  Soil  Conservation  District 

ST  ,'irar 
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CONSERVATION        DEVELOPMENT       SELF  GOVERNMENT 


CITY  OF  COLORADO  SPRINGS 

7Ttc  "America  the  Beautiful"  City 

OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 

P.O.  BOX  1575  COLORADO  80901 

November  1,  1982 


26-23 


ROBERT  M.  ISAAC 
MAYOR 


TEL.  13031  578-0600 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.  O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  relative  to  the 
Draft  BLM  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  proposed  wilderness  areas.   In 
addition  to  this  letter,  technical  comments  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the 
EIS  are  forthcoming. 


Should  Congress  adopt  the  BLM  proposal  for  designating  Beaver  Creek  as  a 
wilderness  area,  new  emission  sources  in  the  Colorado  Springs  area  could  then 
be  subject  to  an  additional  section  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.   These  federal  re- 
quirements are  intended  to  establish  pristine  air  quality  within  wilderness 
areas  and,  as  interpreted  by  a  few,  to  create  uninterrupted  vistas  extending 
beyond  the  wilderness  boundaries.   Colorado  Springs  is  not  yet  convinced  that 
such  controls  best  serve  the  public  interest  when  applied  to  areas  such  as 
Beaver  Creek.   The  cost  to  our  electric  ratepayer  would  be  significant. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  potential  application  of  federal  visibility  authority 
forces  the  City  into  a  position  of  concern  for  a  wilderness  designation  that 
would  otherwise  be  supportable.   Upcoming  amendments  to  the  federal  Clean  Air 
Act  will  more  than  likely  include  changes  to  the  visibility  program.   As  proposed, 
some  changes  would  intensify  our  concerns  while  other  proposals  would  probably - 
eliminate  our  concern  for  the  Beaver  Creek  designation.   For  this  reason  Colorado 
Springs  hereby  suspends  judgment  on  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  wilder- 
ness designation  until  the  intent  of  Congress  concerning  visibility  is  clarified. 
We  expect  this  clarification  prior  to  Congressional  consideration  of  the  BLM 
Wilderness  proposals. 


I  hope  you  find  these  comments  helpful.   If  you  have  questions  please  contact 
Sincerely, 


Robert  M.  Isaac 
Mayor 


apa 

cc:   City  Council 

Congressional  Delegation 

PPACG 
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TIES    BUILDING 


CITY   OF   COLORADO    SPRINGS 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC   UTILITIES 
WATER      ELECTRIC      G«S      WASTE  WATFR 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  26-23 
Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the' Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.     The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.    A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 
If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Glass  I.    The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  .   . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.   ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status  of  the  area. 

RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  27-36 
Response  1 


November  16,  1982 


Mr.  Ken  Smith,  wilderness  Specialist 

Bureau  of  land  Management 

Royal  Gorqe  Resource  Area 

p.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Ken: 


I  am  writing  this  letter  to  suggest  that  you  contact  Jim  Lance, 
Director  of  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  at  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Health.     My  ooncem  stems  from  the  discussion  of 
air  quality  in  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  in  your  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Statement. 


It  was  stated  the  air  quality  in  the  northern  portion  of  this 
area  is  pristine.      I  have  been  unable  to  find  the  source  for 
this  statement  and  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  has  no 
reoord  of  air  quality  determination  for  the  northern  portion  of 
Beaver  Creek.      If  there  is  detailed  air  quality  data  to  justify 
the  statement,    I   feel  it  should  be  identified,   analyzed  and 
summarized  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Additionally,   since  air  quality  necessarily  involves  a  state 
agency,  I  feel  that  the  State's  position  should  be  solicited  in 
order  to  make  your  EIS  more  complete. 

Lack  of  this  information  in  the  EIS,  particularly  in  light  of 
the  generalized  statements  as  to  air  quality,  reflect  on  the 
document's  adequacy.      If  I  can  be  of  any  assistance  please  let 
me  know. 

Very  truly  yours, 


R.  P.  KUHARICH 

Senior  Resource  Planner 


5-22 


Based  on  state  and  Federal  ambient  air 
quality  data,  11  areas  in  the  RGRA 
were  identified  by  the  BLM  resource 
staff  as  "areas  of  high  air  quality." 
Some  of  the  basic  resource  factors 
considered  were:  "...  1.  remoteness, 
2.  high  altitude,  3.  inaccessability, 


The  northern  portion  of  the  Beaver 
Creek  unit  was  one  of  the  above 
mentioned  "areas  of  high  air 
quality."    Inadvertently  it  was  shown 
that  the  State  Air  Pollution  Control 
division  has  identified  these  areas 
instead  of  the  BLM  resource  staff. 
This  statement  has  been  omitted  in  the 
FEIS. 


■.980-1981 


til   tltHCI   cm 

■  1111 


ROBERT  M.  ISAAC 

MAYOR 


CITY  OF  COLORADO  SPRINGS 

The  ''America  the  Beautiful"  City 
OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 


P.O.  BOX  1 575 


COLORADO  80901 


December  6,  1982 


oo 


TEL.  13031  578  8600 


Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

Enclosed  are  the  comments  of  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  to  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Wilderness  Pla^i 
Amendment  for  the  Canon  city  District.  '  Plannl"9 

SSL'SStS!  rstionf regardlng  this  *»—* « ** 

to  contact^  or™  ZJTl         **"  ^^  "*"*'   Pl^   ^   '«• 

Sincerely, 

Robert  M.  Isaac 
Mayor 

apa 

enclosure 


COMMENTS  OF  THE  CITY  OF  COLORADO  SPRINGS 

TO  THE  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

WILDERNESS  PLANNING  AMENDMENT 


The  City's  position  is  that  the  Beaver  Creek  Area  (016),  as  recommended 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  wilderness  designation,  1b  a  beautiful 
natural  area  close  Co  Colorado  Springs  providing  recreational  opportunities 
for  non-motorized  activities.   We  support  such  activities,  but  not  wilderness 
designation  for  this  particular  area.   The  impacts  that  could  occur  to 
Colorado  Springs  have  been  identified  by  us  through  the  public  comment  process 
and  need  not  be  restated.   The  main  reason  these  impacts  would  occur  is 
because  of  the  unique  legal  status  of  wilderness  areas.  Iwilderness  designation 


would  require,  as  per  Colorado  Air  Pollution  Control  regulations,  a  reclassif icalto 

hearing  to  determine  if  the  air  quality  classification  should  be  increased 

to  Class  I.   The  mere  fact  that  the  hearing  would  be  held  would  require 

Colorado  Springs'  staff  to  expend  considerable  amounts  of  time  and  money 

in  the  hearing  process.   Additionally,  should  the  air  quality  be  classed  as 

Class  I,  all  future  power  plant  additions  at  the  Hanna  Ranch  would  be  required 

to  have  Best  Available  Control  Technology  (BACT),  which  means  expensive  wet 

scrubbers.   There  could  also  be  an  additional  requirement  to  retrofit  existing 

generating  facilities  with  BACT.   Therefore,  Colorado  Springs  supports  the 

land  use  designation  of  the  Beaver  Creek  Study  Area  as  non-motorized  recreation 

and  not  wilderness. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  inadequate  on  the  following  points: 
1.   Alternative  B  (no  action)  is  not  fully  explored.   No  comparison  is 
made  with  the  potential  air  impacts  of  Alternative  D  (preferred  alternative). 

5-23 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  28-69 
Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.    The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.     A 
recocmendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recoamendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 
If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.     The 
ELM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recccrnend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recarraendations  .   . 
•  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.   ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,   the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of  the 
wilderness  status  of  the  area. 


28-69 


Page  2 


The  potential  protection  of  air  quality  afforded  the  Beaver  Creek  area  with 
wilderness  designation  by  virtue  of  the  applicability  of  other  Federal  acts, 
and  the  impact  on  air  quality  with  Alternative  B  is  not  adequately  discussed. 

2.  Alternative  D  has  not  been  fully  explored.   It  was  noted  that  in 
Beaver  Creek  the  trails  were  limited  to  creek  and  gully  bottoms  due  to  the 
ruggedness  of  the  area.   Potential  health  impacts  due  to  contaminated  water 
resulting  from  increased  human  Impact  associated  with  wilderness  is  a  real 
possibility  and  has  not  been  addressed.   Penrose  currently  derives  its 
drinking  water  supply  from  Beaver  Creek,  and  a  decrease  in  water  quality  from 
increased  human  impact,  particularly  Giardia  lambia,  is  a  real  possibility 
that  has  not  been  addressed  and  has  significant  economic  impacts  associated 
with  it. 

3.  The  United  States  Geological  Survey  study  of  mineral  potential  was 
not  done  prior  to  the  BLH  recommendation  for  wl  lderness  ■•,  It  Is  felt  that 
the  assessment  of  mineral  potential  of  the  area  is  Inadequate  since  this 
study  has  not  been  made.   In  the  absence  of  this  study,  the  BI»M  statement 
on  Beaver  Creek  that  "wilderness  designation  would  have  little  or  no  impact 
on  mineral  development"  in  premature.   Additionally,  the  Colorado  Energy 
Research  Institute  in  September,  1978  has  Identified  the  southern  portion  of 
the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  as  an  "area  of  active  exploration  and  development"  for 
uranium.   The  Colorado  Energy  Research  Institute  notes  their  sources  for 
this  information  are  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey,  July,  1978;  USGS ,  1977 
Energy  Resource  Map  of  Colorado  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  Circular  8779, 
1978.   The  Draft  EIS  references  two  reportB  in  its  determination  of  mineral 
potential  for  the  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment.   Those  reports  are  "Geochemtcal 
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Page    3 

and  5Mp*.t«>  Ev.i-.a~  °<  '-  —  c*">°"  '"-1-  u"u'  F""°nt  *"d 
ea,„,  count,.."  ™.  "*-~i  "-»■•  °f  *■  "•"""•  Cany°"  P1*nn1"8  """" 

by  Kob.rt  Coker.   It  Ml  ^  noticed  ft*  *...  two  report,  do  not  MM. 
.ttfeta  their  .cope  the  Beaver  Creek  Study  Are.. 

»   The  Mft  EIS  note,  th.t  .  a.jor  »•«•  f   »-""«  »»"  C""  ^ 
f„.  Hid—  recordation  1.  the  occurrence  of  ain.ral.  in  the  gener.l 
„..  of  the  Upper  Grape  Creek  unit  and  not  within  the  boundarie.  of  th.t 
„„».  The  *..t  EIS  1.  not  con.istent  a.  it  oatt.  patented  tung.ten  .1.1-  on 
the  .e.terl,  border  of  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderne.,  Are.  ..  «tt  »  — » 
potential  information  available  in  the  USCS  aap  "Reported  Occurrence,  of 
Selected  Hineral.  in  Colorado".  Mineral  Instigation.  Ke.ource  Map  MK57,  197!. 

,,li.  rVii.  Reaver  Creek  area.   In 
That  a.p  note,  that  gyp.™  .ad  »r.ali»  occur  within  the 

-„_  Tinr       M>m  and  ornamental 
township,  adjacent  to  the  Be.v.r  Creek  area.  a.ngane.e,  ztne.  B.» 

!,„,,   sold   gvp.ua,  .liver,  berylliua,  ale 
stone,   copper,  fel.p.r,  ur.nlua,  iron,  gold,  gyp.um, 

coluabiua,  tantalua.  tung.ten,  thoriua,  flor.par,  tin.  iircoulua.  b.fniua,  le.d 

and  rare  earth,  occur.   Thl.  1.  further  evidence  of  the  inad.ou.cy  of  the  ainer.l 

investigation. 

=  5   There  t.  an  ln.dequ.te  .....«..«  of  the  ...1.1  «.  econoaic  effect, 
a.  they  relate  to  wi.derne..  de.lgnation  of  Be.v.r  Creek.   Colorado  Spring. 
„..  .ubaitted  inforaation  indicting  a  .ub.t.nti.!  econoaic  iapact  should  the 
5   air  ,uality  be  cl...ifi.d  a.  CI...  I.  Additionally,  there  i.  an  in.d.ou.t. 
ide.cription  of  the  aethodology  and  a..u„ption.  u.ed  for  electing  econoaic 
!  ^pact   The  econoaic  an.ly.i.  1.  nothing  acre  than  .  recitation  of  fact. 

,s  they  currently  ..!«  on  the  econoaic  statu,  of  the  v.riou.  .ffect.d  countie. 
;a„d  coaaunit.e..   There  1.  no  discus.ion  a.  to  ho-  the  econoaic  iap.ct,  of 

.11  affect  the  econoaic  climate  of  the  adjacent  area.. 
wilderness  designatron  vill  attecc 


Response  2 

There  are,  and  would  continue  to  be, 
trails  throughout  the  WSA.,  not  just 
the  creek  bottoms.     If  the  unit  is 
designated  wilderness  by  Congress, 
proper  recreation  management  would  be 
applied.     The  level  of  use  on  and  off 
the  trails,  proper  use  dispersion, 
trail  maintenance,  etc.,  would  be 
carried  out  to  a  level  where  health 
impacts  would  not  likely  occur.     These 
factors  would  all  be  addressed  in  a 
wilderness  management  plan  if  the  WSA 
is  designated  wilderness.     It  is  not 
expected,  because  of  the  existing  high 
quality  of  water  and  proper  management 
practices  within  the  WSA,  that 
downstream  water  quality  would  ever  be 
degraded. 

As  a  result  there  would  be  little  to 
no  difference  in  the  impact  of 
recreation  use  on  water  quality 
between  wilderness  designation  and 
nondesignation. 

Response  3 

The  determination  of  nominal  mineral 
potential  for  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  was 
based  on  an  extensive  literature 
search  of  mineral  resources  and 
developments  within  the  proximity  of 
the  area  in  addition  to  an  inventory 
of  the  area  itself.    The  major 
findings  of  these  investigations  are 
contained  in  Chapter  3,  Beaver  Creek 
of  the  DEIS  and  this  document.     In 
areas  identified  as  having  some 
potential  for  mineralization,  further 
investigation  was  Initiated  in  order 
to  more  fully  address  this  resource 
and  findings  identified  only  limited 
resource  values  and  minimal  potential 
for  new  discoveries.     This  further  BI*M 
investigation  was  done  in  response  to 
an  TELA  request.     The  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
conducted  a  mineral  survey  of  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA  during  1984.     The 
results  of  these  investigations  were 
published  in  1986  as  USGS  Bulletin 
1716-B  and  U.S.B.M.  Open  File  Report 
MLA  32-85.     These  reports  confirm  the 
earlier  BLM  determination  that  mineral 
resource  potential  for  the  Beaver 
Creek  WSA  is  low.     The  previously 
identified  areas  of  mineralization 
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were  confirmed  as  being  too  small  or 
uneconomical  to  develop  under  current 
and  expected  conditions.  Based  on 
this  data,  wilderness  designation 
should  not  significantly  impact 
mineral  resources  in  this  WSA. 

Response  4 

The  first  two  statements  are 
incorrect:  1.  The  DEIS  does  not  state 
that  a  major  reason  for  not 
recommending  Upper  Grape  Creek  for 
wilderness  designation  is  the 
occurrence  of  minerals  in  the  general 
area.  In  Chapter  3,  page  40  of  the 
DEIS,  it  states  "There  are  no  known 
significant  mineral  resources  In  and 
around  this  WSA."  2.  There  are  no 
patented  mining  claims  in  the  Beaver 
Creek  WSA. 

In  reference  to  the  mineral  potential 
for  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA,  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  and  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Mines  conducted  a  mineral  survey  of 
the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  during  1984.  The 
results  of  these  investigations  were 
published  in  1986  as  USGS  Bulletin 
1716-B  and  U.S.B.M.  Open  File  Report 
MLA  32-85.  These  reports  confirm  the 
earlier  BLM  determination  that  mineral 
resource  potential  for  the  Beaver 
Creek  WSA  is  low.  The  previously 
identified  areas  of  mineralization 
were  confirmed  as  being  too  small  or 
uneconomical  to  develop  under  current 
and  expected  conditions.  Based  on 
this  data,  wilderness  designation 
should  not  significantly  impact 
mineral  resources  in  this  WSA. 

Response  5 

Since  air  quality  reclassification  is 
the  prerogative  of  the  state  of 
Colorado  and  not  the  ELM,  potential 
for  redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status.  Therefore,  any 
impacts,  which  may  result  should  the 
air  quality  class  be  redesignated,  are 
not  to  be  analyzed  in  this  EIS. 

The  economic  gain  to  the  local  and 
regional  economy  as  a  result  of 
wilderness  designation  or 
nondesignation  of  all  WSAs  would 
change  by  less  than  1  percent. 
Therefore,  the  impacts  on  economic 
5-25         conditions  were  dropped  from  further 
analysis.  Further  discussion  on 
impacts  on  economic  conditions  is  in 
Chapter  1  of  this  FEIS. 
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6.  The  Draft  EIS  is  inadequate  in  its  analysis  of  the  criteria  for 
maximization  of  public  benefits  related  to  wilderness  designation  of  Beaver 
Creek.   The  potential  adverse  effects  on  the  growth  potential  and  economic 
base  of  Colorado  Springs  as   well  as  the  increase  cost  to  electric  consumers 
through  wilderness  designation  and  subsequent  air  quality  reclassification 
is  not  adequately  addressed.   It  is  felt  that  the  maximization  of  public 
benefits  would  be  to  provide  non-motor i  zed  recreational  activities  near 

the  Front  Range  population  centers,  at  the  same  time  not  setting  the  stage 
for  potential  adverse  impacts. 

7 .  There  is  an  inadequate  discussion  of  air  quality  impacts.   The  State 
of  Colorado  is  required  by  regulation  to  hold  a  reclassification  hearing. 

i  There  is  no  mention  of  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Commission's  regulations  in 
!  the  Draft  EIS.   Merely  noting  the  existence  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  its 
I  separation  from  the  BLM  wilderness  designation  process  does  not  adequately 
■address  the  possible  adverse  effect.   The  Cumulative  Impact  Analysis  Table 
[notes  that  air  quality  impact  would  be  "negligible  for  all  areas"  should 
wilderness  designation  occur.   This  is  inadequate  in  light  of  the  information 
that  has  been  provided  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  throughout  the 
wilderness  study  process.   Furthermore ,  the  Colorado  Air  Pollution  Control 
Commission  has  not  identified  any  areas  in  El  Paso  or  Teller  as  being  high 
quality.   The  EIS  notes  that  the  northern  portion  of  Beaver  Creek  has  been 
identified  as  an  area  of  high  quality,  however  does  not  reference  any  reports 
or  correspondence  from  the  Commission.   Therefore ,  the  document  is  inadequate 
due  to  the  lack  of  documentation  of  this  statement. 
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8.   The  discussion  of  recreation  as  it  impacts  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  Ie 
inadequate.   It  is  noted  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  dispersed  primitive  recreation 
is  available.   It  is  also  noted  that  access  is  limited  to  creek  bottoms. 
Therefore,  an  analysis  of  the  area  indicates  that  all  human  traffic  would  be 
routed  into  these  narrow  corridors  and  would  not  provide  dispersed  primitive 
recreation.   Due  to  the  limited  trail  system,  a  real  danger  of  flash  flooding 
exists  to  the  recreational  user  which  is  not  addressed  In  the  Draft  EIS. 
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Finally,  the  methodology  and  assumptions  in  calculating  visitor  days  to  the 
wilderness  area  should  the  area  be  designated  is  inadequate.   The  Draft  EIS 
notes  that  there  iB  a  need  for  a  wilderness  in  El  Paso  County  and  references 
a  State  recreation  plan-   It  should  be  noted  that  a  need  For  wilderness  in 
a  certain  area  is  not  justification  for  creating  a  wilderness  area. 

9.  The  Draft  EIS  notes  that  there  are  "no  outside  sites  or  sounds 
which  would  have  an  effect  within  the  Wilderness  Study  Area."   The  statement 
is  an  inadequate  analysis  of  the  environment  external  and  adjacent  to  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA.   As  noted  in  prior  correspondence,  a  major  east-west  flight 
path  is  directly  above  the  area.   Aircraft  can  be  heard  any  time  of  the  day  and 
night.   The  industrial  activity  in  the  Arkansas  Valley  can  be  seen  from  many 
high  points  within  the  Wilderness  Study  Area,  and  the  lights  of  Colorado  Springs 
and  Pueblo  can  be  seen  reflected  in  the  night  sky  from  any  point  within  the 
area.   Sounds  from  activities  at  Fort  Carson  are  also  present. 

10.  The  Draft  EIS  notes  that  hydrologic  conditions  are  near  optimum 
and  that  impact  to  water  would  occur  as  a  result  of  actions  permitted  if  this 

area  were  not  wilderness.   This  statement  is  not  true  as  the  Beaver  Creek       5~26 


Response  6 

Since  air  quality  reclassification  is 
the  prerogative  of  the  state  of 
Colorado  and  not  the  BIM,  potential 
for  redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status.    Therefore,  any 
Impacts,  which  may  result  should  the 
air  quality  class  be  redesignated,  are 
not  to  be  analyzed  in  this  EIS. 

Response  7 

The  purpose  of  this  FEIS  is  to  analyze 
the  Impacts  of  designating  or  not 
designating  the  seven  WSAs  in  the 
Canon  City  District  as  wilderness. 
Since  the  potential  for  air  quality 
reclassification  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status,   it  is  not  within 
the  scope  of  what  this  FEIS  is 
intended  to  analyze.     All  actions  on 
projects  proposed  or  anticipated  in 
any  of  the  WSAs  would  be  within  the 
constraints  of  the  existing  Class  II 
air  quality  standards.     Therefore, 
impacts  on  air  quality  are  not  an 
issue  for  any  of  the  WSAs. 

Based  on  state  and  Federal  ambient  air 
quality  data,  11  areas  in  the  RGRA 
were  identified  by  the  ELM  resource  ^ 
staff  as  "areas  of  high  air  quality." 
Some  of  the  basic  resource  factors 
considered  were:  ".   .   •  1.  remoteness, 
2.  high  altitude,  3.  inaccessability, 


The  northern  portion  of  the  Beaver 
Creek  WSA  was  one  of  the  above 
mentioned  "areas  of  high  air 
quality."     Inadvertently  it  was  shown 
in  the  DEIS  that  the  State  Air 
Pollution  Control  division  has 
identified  these  areas  instead  of  the 
BLM  resource  staff.     This  has  been 
omitted  from  the  FEIS. 
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Response  8 

Any  danger  to  recreation  users  from 
flash  flooding  would  occur  regardless 
of  wilderness  designation.  Therefore, 
it  is  not  addressed  in  this  WSA.  In 
addition  if  any  of  the  WSA  should  be 
designated  wilderness,  a  detailed 
wilderness  management  plan  would  be 
developed  as  part  of  the  activity 
planning  phase.  Factors  such  as 
dispersing  primitive  recreation  use 
and  possible  safety  hazards  would  be 
addressed  in  this  plan. 

Response  9 

The  reference  in  the  DEIS  to  this 
subject  states  that  the  State  of 
Colorado  1981  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 
"...  indicates  that  wilderness  uses 
in  the  state,  region  A  (Park,  Teller, 
and  El  Paso  Counties,  and  region  13 
(Lake,  Chaffee,  Fremont,  and  Custer 
Counties  are  highly  needed."  It  does 
not  say  nor  infer  that  formally 
designated  wilderness  areas  are 
necessary  to  meet  this  need. 

Response  10 

In  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA,  activities 
such  as  construction  of  primitive 
roads  and  other  surface  disturbing 
activities  that  would  occur,  if  the 
WSA  is  not  designated  wilderness, 
would  be  outside  the  Beaver  Creek 
watershed.  If  the  WSA  is  designated 
wilderness,  no  surface  disturbing 
activities  are  expected  to  occur. 
Therefore,  neither  wilderness 
designation  nor  nondesignation  wDuld 
impact  water  quality  within  the  WSA. 

There  are,  and  would  continue  to  be, 
trails  throughout  the  WSA,  not  just 
the  creek  bottoms.  If  the  unit  is 
designated  wilderness  by  Congress, 
proper  recreation  management  would  be 
applied.  The  level  of  use  on  and  off 
the  trails,  proper  use  dispersion, 
trail  maintenance,  etc.,  would  be 
carried  out  to  a  level  where  health 
impacts  would  not  likely  occur.  These 
factors  vrould  all  be  addressed  in  a 
wilderness  management  plan  if  the  WSA 
is  designated  wilderness.  It  is  not 
expected,  because  of  the  existing  high 
quality  of  water  and  proper  management 
practices  within  the  WSA,  that 
downstream  water  quality  would  ever  be 
degraded. 
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Page   6 

Wilderness  Study  Area  ts  a  partial  watershed.   The  BLM  has  no  control  over 
water  quality  or  quantity.   Water  quantity  impacts  could  occur  regardless  of 
designation  because  of  the  diversions  by  Colorado  SpringB,  Victor  and  Cripple 
Creek  above  the  Beaver  Creek  area  for  municipal  use.   Additionally,  the 
impact  to  water  quality  from  increased  recreational  use  as  referenced  before 
was  not  discussed. 

11.  The  Draft  EIS  notes  that  physical  and  legal  access  is  limited  to 
the  Beaver  Creek  WSA.   This  seems  to  be  an  understatement  and  not  fully 
explained.   Access  to  the  Beaver  Creek  area  ts  limited  to  two  points:   access 

to  the  upper  portion  of  West  Beaver  Creek  from  Skagway  Reservoir  and  acceS6  to  the 
main  stem  of  Beaver  Creek  from  the  State  lands  to  the  south.   This  further 
illustrates  the  confinement  of  recreational  traffic  to  a  few  limited  corridors. 

12.  It  was  noted  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  designation  of  Wilderness  would  be 
consistent  with  local  plans  with  the  potential  exception  of  the  plans  for  the 
Hanna  Ranch  as  a  comprehensive  utility  facility  for  Colorado  Springs.   The 
Draft  EIS  has  inadequately  assessed  the  consistency  with  local  plans  should 

the  area  not  be  designated  wilderness.   It  is  felt  that  the  no-action  alternative 
would  be  consistent  with  local  plans  just  as  the  wilderness  designation  would 
be. 

13.  The  Draft  EIS  analysis  of  wilderness  quality  for  the  Beaver  Creek 

WSA  is  inadequate  and  to  support  this  contention,  we  reference  the  documentation 
on  wilderness  attributes  submitted  by  the  City  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the 
Draft  EIS.   Additionally,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Draft  EIS  makes  the 
admission  that  no  WSA  considered  in  the  document  would  contribute  a  unique 
eco-system  or  land  form  to  the  wilderness  presenvation  system. 
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Page  7 

14.   The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  inadequate  as  to  the 
discussion  of  the  agreement  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the 
State  Division  of  Wildlife  to  manage  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  "consistent  with 
wilderness  management  objectives."   To  the  casual  reader,  the  agreement 
executed  prior  to  the  recommendation  for  wilderness  is  prejudicial  to  the 
outcome  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Area  process  and  demonstrates  a  bias  judgment 
on  the  part  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
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As  a  result  there  would  be  little  to 
no  difference  in  the  impact  of 
recreation  use  on  water  quality 
between  wilderness  designation  and 
nondesignation.    We  agree  that  water 
quantity  impacts  could  occur 
regardless  of  designation. 

Response  11 

Thank  you  for  your  cccment.    We 
deleted  this  from  the  FEES. 

Response  12 

It  is  unclear  what  is  meant  by 
"inadequate"  when  referring  to  the 
analysis  of  wilderness  quality.    The 
letter  from  Colorado  Springs 
referenced  here  primarily  states  that 
the  WSA  is  not  in  a  natural 
condition.     A  response  was 
appropriately  prepared  by  the  BLM 
Colorado  State  Director  (dated  January 
22,  1981)  during  the  inventory  stage 
of  the  wilderness  process.    The 
letter,  from  the  State  Director, 
accurately  documented  the  naturalness 
of  the  WSA.     The  area  was  consequently 
designated  as  a  wilderness  study  area. 

Ecosystems  and  landforms  are  only  two 
of  the  many  considerations  in 
determining  the  value  of  an  area  for 
wilderness  with  neither  being  a 
requirement  for  wilderness  designation. 

Response  13 

To  clarify  any  -possible  confusion 
concerning  the  memorandum  of 
understanding  with  the  State  Division 
of  Wildlife,  the  following  sentences 
have  been  added  to  the  beginning  of 
Chapter  3  for  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA,  in 
this  FEIS :     "A  memorandum  of 
understanding  between  BLM  and  DCW  is 
intended  to  ensure  compliance  with  the 
guidelines  set  forth  in  the  BLM 
Interim  Management  Policy  and 
Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness 
Review  dated  December  12,  1979.     If 
the  WSA  is  designated  wilderness,  this 
memorandum  would  continue  to  be  in 
effect;  if  the  WSA  is  not  designated 
wilderness,  the  memorandum  would  be 
terminated." 
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City  of  Pueblo 

December  13,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

Please  be  advised  that  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Pueblo 


Yours  truly, 

Fred  E.  Weisbrod 
City  Manager 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  29-87 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


FEW:  ran 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  30-71 


Response  1 


P.O.Box  1427    Pueblo.  Colorado  81002    (303]  5450561 
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EL  PASO  COUNTY 

OFFICU  OF  THE  BOAKD 

or 

OOVTTTT  CO^BWXMlOIfML* 

27  EAST  VERMIJO 
COLORADO  SPRINGS.  COLORADO  50903 

December  3,  l 9S2 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO     81 21 2 

Dear  Mr.   Albright: 

Reference  the  Draft  ElS/Wilderness 

We  El   Paso  County  Commissioners   take  a  position   identical    to  the  City 
of  Colorado  Springs   regarding  the  wilderness   designation  recommendation 
on  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area. 


We  are  concerned  that  a  wilderness  designation  and   the  required  air 
quality  reclassification  hearing  triggered  by  this  designation  could 
result  in   increased  air  quality  standards  that  will    be   to  the  economic 
detriment  of  the  County  as  a  whole.     Our  position   is   that  BLM  has  at 
its  disposal    administrative  controls   that  are  sufficient  to  protect 
this  area  for  non-motorized  recreation  and  that  those  controls  should 
be  exercised  instead  of  making  wilderness  designation.     Our  feeling 
is  that  this  course  of  action  would  minimize  potential   adverse  social 
and  economic  effects. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


/A*   C> 

Tom  Col  1 ier,  Jr 


r^uu^-. 
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The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.  A 
recorauendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  recommendation  for 
stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.  The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recomnend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recoamendations  .  . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.  ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of  the 
wilderness  status  of  the  area. 

If  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  is  not 
designated  wilderness,  it  would  be 
managed  as  described  in  this  FEES. 


fiKtS  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 


27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs.  Colorado  8090]  I  ion  ■*?  1-7080 
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RE  Out  ■>  I  TOR  LOCAL  COMMI  NTS  I  OR  ("LI  AKINUfOlM   REVIEW" 

10/13/82  ,„,,,■„, ,..„      #  82-' 


I'F'ACC  Identifier; 


To  El   Paso  County  Land  Use 


John  Fisher 


27  E.   Vermijo 


Colorado  Springs,  CO    80903 


David  Salamon,  Regional   Planner    ^f 


Project  Title      Draft  EIS  on  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment 


Applicant  Bureau  of  Land,   Department  of  Interior 


REVIEW  DATE    11/10/82 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  i|  requeuing  your  aRency  or  (urisJiction-,  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  the  protect  is  attached.  Pfcasc  an<wcf  ihc  tnllowirK  questions,  K 
applicable,  Mike  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


Yes    __    __     No  This  project  is  consistcni  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plan*  jnd  program 

of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

Yes     _    __    N0  There  is  a  need  (or  this  project. 

Y«     No  This  protect  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need 

_     No  There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  9 titling  program 

No  comments  at  this  t 


2* 


Additional  comments 


/(//s/g*- 


PLEASE   KEEP  THE  PINK  COPY  FOR 

TOUR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 

HHITE  A.ND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  w  HW  ' 


[\  or,  back  of  Ihi*  fnrm 


JJ.Za/a2.. 
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PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 


27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303]  471-7080 

A-95    CLEARINGHOUSE   RftVtBM 
Date:       November  13,   1982 PPACG   Identifier:_SZ-J>§£_ 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

IGRft,   P.O.   Box  1470.  Canon  City,  CO     81212 

David  Salamon 


TO: 

ADDRESS: 

FS0H: 

PROJECT  TITLE:        Draft  EIS  on  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment  for  Canon 


City  District 

The  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments  at  its  meeting  on  11/10/82  . 


oted  to  forward  the  following  comment (s)  on  this  proposed  project: 

| 1  Favorable  -  the  project  does  not  appear  to  conflict  with 

Regional  Plans,  programs,  or  objectives. 

|   |  Unfavorable,  for  the  following  reasons:  


|   |  No  Coiranent 

1   |  No  Action,  postponed  until  the  next 


[~~7|  The  following  comments  were  made  by  the  PPACG  Board: 

Favorable  comment  of  the  Beaver  Creek  USA  proposal  for  wilderness 
designation,  with  heavy  emphasis  being  placed  on  the  condition 
that  a  Class  II  Air  Quality  Standard  remain  for  the  wilderness 
area.  No  comment  was  given  for  the  other  six  wilderness  study  areas. 
Copies  of  the  following  are  attached:  Q]   Local  Comments 

[XJ   PPACG  Staff  Comment 

I   I  Copy  sent  to  State  Clearinghouse  on  

5-30 

Please   forward  a  copy  of  this    form  and  local   comments  with  your  «*     -^ 

application  to  the  funding  agency. 


CITY  OF  COLORADO  SPRINGS 

The  "America  the  Beautiful"  City 
OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 

P.O.  BOX  1 575  COLORADO  BMOI 

November  1,    1982 


ROBERT  M.  ISAAC 

MAYOR 
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TEL  I303I  578-6600 


KESPONSE  TO  LETJER  31-33 


Response  1 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO  B1212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  relative  to  the 
Draft  BLM  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  proposed  wilderness  areas.   In 
addition  to  this  letter,  technical  comments  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the 
EIS  are  forthcoming. 


Should  Congress  adopt  the  BLM  proposal  for  designating  Beaver  Creek  as  a 
wilderness  area,  new  emission  sources  in  the  Colorado  Springs  area  could  then 
be  subject  to  an  additional  section  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.   These  federal  re- 
quirements are  intended  to  establish  pristine  air  quality  within  wilderness 
areas  and,  as  interpreted  by  a  few,  to  create  uninterrupted  vistas  extending 
beyond  the  wilderness  boundaries.   Colorado  Springs  is  not  yet  convinced  that 
such  controls  best  serve  the  public  interest  when  applied  to  areas  such  as 
Beaver  Creek.   The  cost  to  our  electric  ratepayer  would  be  significant. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  potential  application  of  federal  visibility  authority 
forces  the  City  into  a  position  of  concern  for  a  wilderness  designation  that 
would  otherwise  be  supportable.   Upcoming  amendments  to  the  federal  Clean  Air 
Act  will  more  than  likely  include  changes  to  the  visibility  program.   As  proposed, 
some  changes  would  intensify  our  concerns  while  other  proposals  would  probably 
eliminate  our  concern  for  the  Beaver  Creek  designation.   For  this  reason  Colorado 
Springs  hereby  suspends  judgment  on  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  wilder- 
ness designation  until  the  intent  of  Congress  concerning  visibility  is  clarified. 
We  expect  this  clarification  prior  to  Congressional  consideration  of  the  BLM 
wilderness  proposals. 

I  hope  you  find  these  comments  helpful.   If  you  have  questions  please  contact  me. 
Sincerely, 

ft 

Robert  M.    Isaac 
Mayor 


■/^p^M^c^ 


::   City  Council 

Congressional  Delegation 


The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.     The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.     A 
reccnmendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.     The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  .   . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.   ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of  the 
areas  wilderness  status. 
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PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

27  East  Vermrjo,  Colorado  Spnngs.  Colorado  80903   (303)  4717080 


November  15,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO    81212 

Dear  Mr.   Albright: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comments  relative  to  the 
BLM  Draft  Environmental    Impact  Statement  regarding  the  Canon  City 
Wilderness  Planning  Amendment. 


The  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments  formally  reviewed  the  BLM 
wilderness  proposal   at  its  November  10,   1982  regular  meeting.     Of 
particular  interest  and  discussion  was  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  study 
area.     As  you  are  aware,  the  WSA  is  located  approximately  7  miles  to  the 
west  of  Colorado  Springs  electric  power  plant.     Due  to  this  proximity 
there  is  the  concern  that  the  designation  of  wilderness  area  would 
evoke  a  higher  class  air  quality  standard  for  the  area  having  significant 
cost  implications  for  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs. 

It  is  a  preference  that  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  be  preserved  as  a  wilderness 
area.     It  is  just  unfortunate  that  the  potential   for  application  of  the 
Federal  Clean  Air  Act  could  result  in  such  a  financial   impact  upon 
the  municipality  and  electric  consumer  alike. 

Nevertheless,  the  PPACG  voted  4-3  on  the  motion  that  favorable  comment 
I  be  given  to  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  proposed  for  wilderness  designation. 
It  was  the  Council's  concern  that  heavy  emphasis  be  placed  on  the 
condition  that  a  Class   II  Air  Quality  Standard  remain  for  the  Beaver 
Creek  area.     No  comment  was  given  for  the  other  six  WSA  proposals 
■  because  of  the  significance  and  concern  for  the  condition  placed  on  the 
|  Beaver  Creek  WSA. 

If  there  are  any  questions  please  feel   free  to  call. 

Thank  you, 


David  jY  Salamon 
Regional  Planner 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  32-32 

Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.  A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.  The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  reconmendations  .  . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.  ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status  of  the  area. 


JON  H   GIGUERE 

CQUMISStOHEHDIS'    MO    I 

A    H    HAYDEN,  JR 

GOUUISSQNEfl  OliT    KlO    1 

GEORGE  0    AMAYA 
□1ST  NO  3 
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JON  H  GIGUERE 
LUCILLE  WIL50N 


BOARD      OF      COUNTY      COMMISSIONERS 
PUEBLO    COUNTY,    COLORADO 

December  27,   1982 


Mr.   Jack  Albright,   Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.   Box   1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado    81212 

Dear  Mr.    Albright: 

I  am  writing  you,  on  behalf  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners,  to 
express  our  feelings  that  the  interests  of  the  public  and  the  preser- 
vation of  the  Beaver  Creek  area  can  best  be  achieved  through  adoption 
of  a  "non-motorized"  classification  under  the  regulatory  control  of 
the  Bureau. 

Sincerely. 


JHfi/1 


Jon  H,  Giguere,  'Chairman 
Board  of  County  Commissioners 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  33-91 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


COURTHOUSE.    PUEBLO.    COLORADO  B1003 


|303|  543-355Q 


34-73 


TELLER 


iS      COUNTY 


Cripple  Creek,  Colorado  B0813 

December  6,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


RE:  Draft  ElS/Wilderness 


Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

We  are  writing  this  letter  to  take  the  same  position  as  the  City  of 
Colorado  Springs  as  it  relates  to  recommendation  for  wilderness  designation 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  study  Area. 

Teller  County  is  concerned  that  wilderness  designation  and  the  required 
air  quality  reclassification  hearing  triggered  by  this  designation  could  result 
in  upgrading  air  quality  standards  to  the  economic  detriment  of  Teller  County 
as  a  whole.   It  is  our  position  that  BLM  has  at  its  disposal  administrative 
controls  sufficient  to  protect  this  area  for  non-motorized  recreation  and  that 
those  controls  should  be  exercised  instead  of  wilderness  designation.   It  is 
the  County's  feeling  that  this  course  of  action  would  minimize  potential  adverse 
social  and  economic  effects. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  process- 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  34-73 

Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.    The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.     A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  reconmendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.    The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  .    . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.   .   .   ." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status. 


Charles  L.R.  Mattson 

Chairman 

The  Board  of  County  Commissioners 

Teller  County,  Colorado 
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If  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  is  not 
designated  wilderness,  it  would  be 
managed  as  described  in  this  FEIS. 


Bureau  of  I  And  Management 

Box  1^70 

Canon  City,  Colorado  Rt2t2 


To  the  B  ureau   of   Ui.nd  Management: 


October  9,   I9fl2 


I  would   likn   to  express  my  disappointment  that   the  Canon  City  office 
of  the  BLM,    in   its  Draft  iinvironmentaj    Imtviot  Utacment  concerning  lands 
currently  being  studied  for  wilderness  designation,    hao   not  had    tho 
courage  to  include  Mclntire  Hills,   ban    Lu£s  Kills,    Upper  and   Lower  Grape 
Creek  and  the  Beaver  Creek   area.      1   urge   the  BUI  to  include   these  ;ireas 
in  its   recommendations. 


Hncerely, 


Hrice  Bergnr 

Box  1#& 

Aspen,  Colorado  ; *  1 6 1 2 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  35-4 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


co,  Rep.  Ray  Kopovsek 


TESTMONY  OF  JOHN  STANSFI2LD,  CONSERVATION  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  PIKES  PEAK 
GROUP  OF  SIERRA  CLUB,  AT  WILDERNESS  HEARINGS  ON  CANON  CITY  DISTRICT, 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS.  OCTOBER  1982 


36-5 


I  am  John  Stansfield,  Conservation  Chairman  for  the  more  than  1*50 
members  of  the  Pikes  Peak  Group  of  Sierra  Club  living  In  southeast 
Colorado.  Our  organization  has  a  long-standing  Interest  In  the  wild 
lands  of  the  Canon  City  District  of  BLM,  dating  back  more  than  ten 
years  to  the  time  of  our  Group's  first  hike  Into  Beaver  Creek.  Since 
that  time  members  of  our  Group  have  hike,  enjoyed,  and  studied  all  of 
the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA's)  (save  Sand  Castle,  I  believe)  in 
question  at  these  hearings.  We  have  also  actively  participated  in 
Lane  Use  Planning  processes  and  decision-making  on  the  District  over 
the  past  decade  and  have  hiked  and  enjoyed  many  of  the  non-selected 
initial  inventory  and  intensive  inventory  areas  here  since  the 
inception  of  the  BLM  Wilderness  Process  four  years  ago.  (I  personally 
have  been  privileged  to  be  a  member  of  the  Canon  City  District  Citizens 
Advisory  Board  for  two  years  during  the  Wilderness  evaluation.) 
District  staff  members  have  several  times  presented  informational 
updates  of  the  Wilderness  process  to  our  members  at  our  Group's 
general  meetings. 

And  so,  we  feel  well  qualified  and  informed  to  comment  on  the 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  the  Canon  City  District  and  to  make  our  own 
recommendations  regarding  their  future  determination.  First,  we  wish 
to  thank  the  staff  of  the  District  for  their  generally  excellent  job  of 
public  involvement  and  Information  distribution  throughout  the  inventory 
and  study  processes.  Their  efforts  are  much  appreciated  by  our  Group. 
Their  fine  field  research  is  one  of  the  bases  for  our  conclusions  about 
the  WSA's. 
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JOHN  STANSFIELD,    WILDERNESS   HEARINGS   ON   CANON   CITY  DISTRICT, 

BLM   WILDERNESS  STUDY   AREAS,    OCTOBER   1962  Fage   2 


At  these  hearings  we  Intend  to  present  a  capsule  vie*  of  our 
proposal,  the  Sierra  Club's  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  WSA's.     In 
addition,  hb  Intend  to  make  a  few  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement   (EIS)  as  prepared  by  BLM  and  the  analysis  It  contains. 
We  Intend  to  present  more  complete  supplementary  comments  In  writing 
for  the  Hearing  Record  at  a  later  date. 

Although  this  EIS   (or  any  other'.)  will  never  be  on  the  best 
seller  list,  it  is  generally  clearly  written  and  well-illustrated. 
This  Is  very  helpful  to  us  and  appreciated.     The  Pike/San  Isabel 
National  Forest  could  take  some  lessons  froo  the  BLM  in  this  area. 
However,   several  Important  aspects  in  the  Unit  by  Unit  Description 
of  Environment  are  missing  or  Inadequate! 

(1)  flssing  in  the  Recreation  section  is  the  important  statement 
that  the  WSA's  are  generally  accessible  year-round  to  foot  and  horse- 
back travel,  a  rare  attribute  in  Colorado  wilderness: 

(2)  Inadequate  in  the  Recreation  section  are  recreation  day 
figures  which  seem  questionably  accurate.     For  example,  280  recreation 
days  per  year  for  Beaver  Creek  is  far  below  what,  from  our  experience, 
is  actual  use.     It  may  be  two  or  three  times  that  stated  by  BLM.     Of 
course,  more  accurate  recreation  use  figures  will  also  strongly  effect 
economic  values  attributed  to  WSA's. 

(3)  Inadequate  in  the  Wilderness  section  is  the  relevancy  of 
vegetative-type  comparisons  based  on  the  Baily-Kuchler  ecosystem.     The 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  36-5 

Response  1 

Although  there  are  many  varied  land 
classification  systems  available,  BLM 
has  selected  the  Baily-^uchler 
Ecosystems  of  the  United  States  system 
(Baily,  1976  and  Kuchler,  1966).  This 
system  was  selected  because  it  is  a 
land  classification  system  that 
facilitates  planning  at  the  national 
level.  In  addition,  it  provides  a 
broad  synthesis  of  current  knowledge 
about  the  ecosystem  geography  of  the 
country.  It  also  serves  as  a  useful 
reference  for  those  who  desire  an 
overview  on  a  comparative  basis  for 
ecosystem  and  landf orm  representation 
in  existing  and  potential  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  (NWPS) 
units. 


classifications  tend  to  be  so  broad  as  to  ignore  important  vegetative 
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JOHN  STAMSFIELD,  WILDERNESS  HEARINGS  ON  CANON  CITY  DISTRICT, 

BLM  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS.  OCTOBER  1982 .f«g«  3. 


aspects  of  the  areas.  For  example,  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  may 
fall  In  the  class  as  stated,  but  this  does  not  indicate  that  its 
vegetative  composition,  and  thus  its  visual  aBpoetm,  is  unlike  any 
other  area  in  Colorado.  The  area  is  unique  among  Colorado  wilderness 
and  WSA's. 

It  is  in  the  BIM's  Recommended  Alternative  that  individual 
resources  are  compared  and  recommendations  made.  In  the  analysis  of 
Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  and  San  Luis  Hills,  we  feel  that  BLM  has 
tended  to  deemphaslze  the  wilderness  values  existing  In  these  areas  in 
comparison  to  developable  resources,  such  as  minerals,  and  projects. 
Our  wilderness  sum  total  for  these  areas  comes  out  higher  that  BLM 'a 
for  numerous  reasons.  We  feel  that  the  Grape  Creeks  and  San  Luis 
Hills  qualify  for  Wilderness  recommendation.  The  Information 
provided  in  the  Draft  EIS  Justifies  our  viewpoint. 
Our  proposal  for  each  area  is  as  followsi 
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DonclJ     I     Poller,    AVD. 

1426   UmWJ  A»..», 

C.„  Ci,.  CI...J.  81212 


12  October   1982 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

..       _  .'  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  as  an  individual 

on  the  Canon  City  BLM    District  Wilderness  Draft  Environmental  State- 
ment.     1  have  had  opportunities  to  experience  several  of  these  areas 
personally,    since  I  live  in  Canon  City. 

For  «he  Beaver  Creek  WSA.    I  would  wholeheartedly 
support  wilderness  designation  in  the  form  of  Alternative  C       This 
proposal  would  include  20,  750  acres  out  of  the  original  26,  150.    omiting 
three  hard-to-manage  spurs  and  a  small  area  of  heavy  ORV  use       The 
scenic,    recreational,    geologic  and  wildlife  values  of  this  outstanding 
area,    combined  with  low  possibilities  for  other  resource  uses  and    its 
r'st'e'rn'*7        Colorado  SPrings.    make  it  an  ideal  addition  to  the  Wilderness 

,    ...  .     grown's  Canyqnjikewise  deserveB  full  protection  of  the 

6.614  acre  unit,    especially  in  light  of  the  opportunities  here  for  solitude 
and  primitive  /unconfined  recreation. 

..  .,  „The  si"all  Sand  Castle  area  would  make  a  nice  addition 

to  the  adjacent  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument. 

„,.,.  As  for  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek,    I  wo»ld  f»„n, 

WllderneBs  recommendation.      The  area  has  close  proximity  to  Canon 
City,    has  little  mineral  potential  as  noted  by  the  Coker  Mineral  Study 
and  has  little  accessible  timber.     The  old  railroad  grade  does  not  detract 
from  the  wilderness  qualities,    but  adds  historical  interest.     Grazing 
could  certainly  continue.     In  my  several  hikes  into  the  area,    in  Slimmer. 
winter,    and  spring.    I  have  been  able  to  experience  solitude  and  primitive 
recreation,    seeing  no  other  persons.     Several  Boy  Scout  groups  from 
Canon  C,ty  routinely  use  this  area  for  primitive  recreation.     1  feel  that 
any  other  conflicting  resources  recommended  for  this  area  could  be  re- 
directed elsewhere;  for  example,   to  the  nearby  Mclntyre  Hills  WSA  which 
is  less  suitable  for  wilderness  designation. 

In  summary,    I  would  support  wildernesB  designation  for: 
1     Beaver  Creek  (Alternative  C),    2)  Brown's  Canyon,    3)  Sand  Castle 
4)  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek,    and  5)  San  Luis  Hills. 

Respectfully  yours. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  37-6 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


D£r-:rmp 
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Oct.  17-,  1032 

Jeffrey  Keidol 
41£  7th  St. 
Burlington,  CO   30307 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  38-8 


Mr  Jack  Albright,  Project  Managf" 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

°.0.  Box  1470 

Canyon  City,    CO        3^21? 

Dear  Mr.  Albright. 

recommendations"15  l°  regard5;  t0  ^°™^   BLM  wilderness  designation 

Colorado  faces  unprecedented  population  growth  in  the  next 
few  years   By  POOD  front  range  growth  will  nearly  double  and  the 
last  remnants  of  open  land  along  the  foothills  will  be  lost. 

,  r^JtV^   "0\have  the  opportunity  (and  foresight)  to  hang  on  to 
Thf!  <1   *£    ?f  vestle"  of  °P*n  land-Colorado's  wilderness. 
This,  is  the  wilderness  that  is  Colorado's  calling  card,  and  the 
future  olayground  of  the  urban  nooulation  centers  of  the  "la* 
century.   These  areas  in  your  resource  area  will  helo  to  =b=orb 

"+f"  "?   lDS^S  alon§  th=  f0^iHs-   Perhaps  wilderness  desig- 
nation offers  no  direct  financial  reward,  however,  <t  st'mulat°s 
our  tourist  industry  and  even  draws  money  from  those  visitors  who 
never  directly  use  the  area.   Remember,  Colorado  is  a  rugged 
mountain  wilderness  in  the  eyes  of  our  tourists.  Yet, if  we  6>-- 
troy  our  wilderness  areas,  we  also  destroy  that  image. 


Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


recommendation  of  the  Uooer  and  Lower  Grane  Creek  a 

Please  include  this  letter  as  a  nart  of  the  hearing  record. 


e" 


lerelv, 


I  would  aonreciatc  a  comol 
mentioned  areas.  Thank -you 


Jeffrey  Keldel 
:e  cony  of  th^DEIf 
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SS-f; 


Jack  Albright*  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  La  rid  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.Box  1470 
Canyon  City*  Co.  81212 


October  15*  1782 


Sir: 

This  letter  contains  comments  re33rdin^  the  BLM  evaluation 
Of  lands  for  wilderness  inclusi on /ex elusion  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource 
Area  * 

I  wish  this  letter  to  he  made  part  of  the  hearing  records 
for  the  hearings  which  took  Place  Oct.  12-14*  1982. 

The  undeveloped  land  remaining  in  the  United  States  is 
fast  diminishing.   As  our  population  increases  there  is  more  need 
for  the  therapeutic  and  recuperative  experiences  that  are  provided 
by  open  spaces  in  3  wilderness  state.   Many  psycologists  have 
recognized  the  benefits  of  wilderness  experiences  on  our  urbanised 
1 ives  . 

Natural  resources  are  of  great  concern  today.   There  has 
been  an  emphases  on  the  mineral*  timber  and  grazing  resources  to 
the  exclusion  of  genetic  resources.   Genetic  diversity  is  a 
resource  that  will  provide  great  benefits  to  our  technological 
future  if  those  resources  are  still  to  be  found  when  research  is 
ready  for  them.   Our  genetic  resources  are  provided  by  wilderness 
lands  1  although  it  is  only  part  of  what  wilderness  lands  provide. 

Please  consider  my  following  comments  on  these  specific 
units  of  BLM  land  considered  for  inclusion  or  exclusion  as 
wilderness.   Also*  please  keep    in  mind  that  these  BLM  lands 
represent  the  last  wild  desert  and  canyon  lands  in  Colorado* 
undupl icated  by  existing  alpine  wilderness. 

BEAVER  CREEK!   I  support  Alternative  C  which  includes  all  of  the 
original  acreage  except  for  3  hard-to-manage  spurs  and  a  heavily- used 
area .       I  oppose  preferred  Alt.  D  which  eliminates  4000  acres  south 
of  Holbert  drainage*  on  the  grounds  that  this  section  is  an  integral 
part  of  the  larger  Beaver  Creek  ecosystem*  whose  timber  values  are 
far  outweighed  by  p«ekp #cK i n fl 1  wildlife  genetic  diversity*  and 
other  wilderness  values. 

BROWN'S  CANYON!   I  wholeheartedly  support  the  BLM  wilderness 

recommendation  for  the  full  6*614  acres  of  this  unit*  especially 

since  it  will  allow  future  consideration  of  Brown's  Canyon  and 

the  contiguous  wild  Aspen  Ridge  Forest  Service  area  as  a  Jointly 

managed  wilderness  area.   I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  terrain 

here  is  too  rugged  to  make  timber  and  minerals  production  economical. 

SAND  CASTLE*.  I  affirm  BLM's  wilderness  reommendat  ion  for  this  very 
small  1*644  acre  area*  which  will  round  out  the  adjacent  Great  Sand 
Dunes  National  Monument. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  39-9 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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SAN  LUIS  HILLS:   Despite  recent  interest  in  the  copper  and  molybdenum 
potential  of  this  unit*  these  values  are  FAR  outweighed  by  the  fact 
that  San  Luis  Hills  is  one  of  only  2  Colorado  units  representing 
the  'fescue  mountain  ntuhlw  prairie  vegetation  class'  and  therefore 
provides  a  rare  addition  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.   Similar  minerals  are  found  nearby*  whereas  the  unioue 
geologic  arid  plant  values  of  this  unit  are  irreplaceable.  I 
STRONGLY  RECOMMEND  INCLUSION  OF  SAN  LUIS  HILLS  unit  ainus  the 
heavily  mineralized  NE  section  deleted  in  Alter natives  C  and  0* 

MCINTYRE  HILLS!   Intensive  management  of  this  area  for  range*  timber 
and  0RV  use  has  been  long  planned.   Because  these  values  in  this 
area  are  higher  than  its  wilderness  values  compared  with  the  other 
units*  t    concur  with  the  BLM's  non-wilderness  recommendation  for 
this  area. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 
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40-10 


&xMwa  ■^M^!-^^.  &MJ  (Jaffa . 


tf"lf  6,  tS/Y  mas*  ^  rfeuxt. 


RESPONSE  ID  LETTER  40-10 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


J 


Stewart  M.  Green  Photography 

828  E.  Cache  La  Poudre 

Colorado  Springs.  Colorado  8OB03 

(30.3)  47  I  3637 


October  20,  1982 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

I  am  writing  regarding  the  recommendations  concerning  the  BLM 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area.   I  urge 
the  BLM  to  support  Alternative  C  for  the  Beaver  Creek  area,-  it 
is  important  to  include  those  extra  4000  acres  to  ensure  protection 
of  the  corresponding  eco-system  in  the  rest  of  the  area  as  well 
as  for  the  scenic  values  along  the  south  slope  of  the  Pikes  Peak 
Massif.   I  fully  support  the  BLM's  recommendation  for  full  inclusion 
of  the  Brown's  Canyon  study  area.   I  urge  the  BLM  to  support  Upper 
and  Lower  Grape  Creek  for  future  wilderness.   After  studying  the 
EIS  the  mineral  potential  just  does  not  seem  suffiecent  basis  for 
exclusion,  as  the  EIS  says  "The  known  deposits  and  the  potential 
for  discovery  of  new  resources  in  and  around  this  WSA  are  not 
significant."   The  same  is  said  regarding  Upper  and  Lower  Grape 
Creek.   Having  visited  the  area  there  does  not  seem  to  be  significant 
forest  reserves  that  couldn't  be  harvested  on  other  BLM  lands  nor 
would  the  range  loss  be  significant.   I  urge  the  BLM  to  support 
Alternative  C  with  some  modifications  for  Upper  and  Lower  Grape 
Creek  WSA's.   The  San  Luis  Hills  could  also  be  included  by  adopting 
Alternative  C.   The  boundary  changes  would  eliminate  the  main 
resource  conflict  with  minerals  and  still  provide  a  wilderness 
area  in  southern   Colorado  of  uniqueness.   Particularly  since  the 
San  Luis  Hills  are  a  unique  and  distinctive  eco-systemj  to  quote 
the  EIS:  "The  presence  of  this  vegetative  category  in  the  Natl. 
Wilderness  System  would  contribute  to  expanding  the  diversity  of  the 
natural  systems  and  features  in  the  state."   The  same  minerals  occur 
nearby.   I. have  hiked  and  camped  throughout  this  unit  and  find  it's 
solitude  and  scenery  magnif icant ;  please  recommend  it  for  wilderness 
designation.   I  would  like  this  letter  to  be  included  as  part  of 
the  hearing  record. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  41-12 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Sincerely , 


Utt. 
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October  19,  1982 

Jack  Albright,  Project  Manaqer 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO   81212 

RE:  BLM  Wilderness 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

At  the  outset,  I  want  to  applaud  the  BLM  for  its  designation 

of  Beaver  Creek  and  Brown's  Canyon  as  wilderness  areas.  These  will 

make  marvelous  additions  to  our  wilderness  preservation  system  in  the 
United  States. 

I  am  convinced  the  BLM  has,  however,  omitted  several  outstand- 
ing areas  in  its  recommendations  for  wilderness  designation.  I  am 
particularly  concerned  about  the  fate  of  upper  and  lower  Grape  Creek 
Canyon.  These  areas  offer  exceptional  possibilities  for  solitude  in 
a  wild  and  primitive  state.  This  seems  to  me  to  more  than  outweigh 
any  economic  potential,  especially  considering  the  vast  other  holdings 
of  the  BLM  which  can  be  exploited  on  those  terms.  After  all,  the  areas 
available  for  wilderness  are   miniscule  in  comparison  to  those  which  will 
be  available  for  some  kind  of  development. 

In  addition,  the  exclusion  of  the  San  Luis  hills  area  is  ex- 
tremely disappointing.  It  is  one  of  the  few  remaining  areas  in  south- 
ern Colorado  left  for  possible  inclusion  in  the  national  wilderness 
preservation  system.  Its  unique  vegetation  alone  is  sufficient  to 
warrant  protection  from  development.  Any  minerals  potential  in  this 
unit  is  balanced  by  available  sources  nearby.  As  I  understand  it, 
available  reports  indicate  that  the  northeast  section  of  this  unit 
is  already  heavily  exoloited  and  therefore  should  probably  be  deleted 
as  in  alternative  CD. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  42-13 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


42-13 


Page  2 

Jack  Albright 

October  19,  1982 


forward  to 


I   request  this   letter  be  made  Dart  of  the  hearing  record  and  I   look 
reviewing  the  final   environmental    impact  statement  on  these  areas. 


Very  truly  yours, 


c. 


y(,cL 


Nick  Ervin 


NE/lr 
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J=.ck  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.Box  1470 
Canyon  City.  Co.  81212 

Sir! 


October  1! 


This  letter  contains  comments  regarding"  the  El  M  evaluation 
of  lands  for  wilderness  inclusion/exclusion  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource 
Area  . 

I  wish  this  letter  to  be  made  part  of  the  hearing  records 
for  the  hearings  uhich  took  Place  Oct.  12-14.  1932. 

The  undeveloped  land  remaining  in  the  United  States  is 
fast  diminishing.   As  our  population  increases  there  is  more  need 
for  the  therapeutic  and  recuperative  experiences  that  are  provided 
by  open  spaces  in  a  wilderness  state.   Many  psycologists  have 
recognised  the  benefits  of  wilderness  experiences  on  our  urbanized 

1  1VS5  . 

Natural  resources  are  of  great  concern  today.   There  has 
been  an  emphases  on  the  mineral,  timber  and  grazing  resources  to 
the  exclusion  of  genetic  resources.   Genetic  diversity  is  a 
resource  that  will  Provide  great  benefits  to  our  technological 
future  if  those  resources  are  still  to  be  found  when  research  is 
ready  for  them.   Our  genetic  resources  are  provided  by  wilderness 
lands,  although  it  is  only  part  of  what  wilderness  lands  provide. 

Please  consider  my  following  comments  on  these  specific 
units  of  BLM  land  considered  for  inclusion  or  exclusion  as 
wilderness.   Also,  Please  keep  in  mind  that  these  BLM  lands 
represent  the  last  wild  desert  and  canyon  lands  in  Colorado, 
unduplicated  by  existing  alpine  wilderness. 


RESPONSE  10  LETTER  43-14 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


BROWN'S  CANTON!   I  wholeheartedly  support  the  BLM  wilderness 

recommendation  for  the  full  6,614  acres  of  this  unit,  especially 

since  it  will  allow  future  consideration  of  Brown's  Canyon  and 

the  contiguous  wild  Aspen  Ridde  Forest  Service  area  as  a  Jointly 

managed  wilderness  area.   I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  terrain 

here  is  too  ruSSed  to  make  timber  and  minerals  production  economical. 

SAND  CASTLE'.  I  affirm  BLM's  wilderness  reommendat  ion  for  this  very 
small  1,644  acre  area,  which  will  round  out  the  adjacent  Great  Sand 
Dunes  National  Monument. 
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SAN  LUIS  HILLS!   Despite  recent  interest  in  the  copper  and  molybdenum 
potential  of  this  unit*  these  values  are  FAR  outweighed  by  the  fat.'t 
that  San  Luis  Hills  is  one  of  only  2    Colorado  units  representing 
the  'fescue  mountain  muhly  prairie  vegetation  class'  and  therefore 
provides  a  rare  addition  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.   Similar  minerals  are  found  nearby*  whereas  the  unictue 
geologic  and  plant  values  of  this  unit  are  irreplaceable.  I 
STRONGLY  RECOMMEND  INCLUSION  OF  SAN  LUIS  HILLS  unit  minus  the 
heavily  mineralized  NE  section  deleted  in  Alternatives  C  arid  D. 

MCINTYRE  HILLSt   Intensive  management  of  this  area  for  ranse*  timber 
arid  DRY  use  has  been  long  planned.   Because  these  values  in  this 
area  are  higher  than  its  wilderness  values  compared  with  the  other 
units*  I  concur  with  the  BLM's  n on -wilderness  recommendation  for 

this  area . 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


y^*^,x*a   C . 
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Jack  Albright.  Project  Manager 
BurtfBU  of  Land  Men a cement 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.Box  1470 
Canyon  City.  Co.  81212 


October  15.  1982 


This  letter  contains  comments  regarding  the  BLM  evaluation 
of  lands  for  wilderness  inclusion/exclusion  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource 
Area. 

I  wish  this  letter  to  be  made  part  of  the  hearing  records 
for  the  hearings  which  took  place  Oct.  12-14.  1982. 

The  undeveloped  land  remaining  in  the  United  States  is 
fast  diminishing.   As  our  population  increases  there  is  more  need 
for  the  therapeutic  and  recuperative  experiences  that  are  provided 
by  open  spaces  in  a  wilderness  state.   Many  rsycologists  have 
recognized  the  benefits  of  wilderness  experiences  on  our  urbanised 
1 i ves . 

Natural  resources  are  of  great  concern  today.   There  has 
been  an  emphases  on  the  mineral,  timber  and  grazing  resources  to 
the  exclusion  of  genetic  resources.   Genetic  diversity  is  a 
resource  that  will  provide  great  benefits  to  our  technological 
future  if  those  resources  are  still  to  be  found  when  research  is 
ready  for  them.   Our  genetic  resources  are  provided  by  wilderness 
lands,  although  it  is  only  part  of  what  wilderness  lands  provide. 

Please  consider  my  following  comments  an  these -.specif  ic 
units  of  BLM  land  considered  for  inclusion  or  exclusion  as 
wilderness.   Also,  please  keep  in  mind  that  these  BLM  l3nds 
represent  the  last  wild  desert  and  canyon  lands  in  Colorado, 
unduplicated  by  existing  alpine  wilderness, 

BEAVER  CREEK!   I  support  Alternative  C  which  includes  all  of  the 
original  acreage  except  for  3  hard-to-manage  spurs  and  a  heavily-used 
area.   I  oppose  preferred  Alt.  D  which  eliminates  4000  acres  south 
of  Holbert  drainage,  on  the  grounds  that  this  section  is  an  integral 
part  of  the  l3rger  Beaver  Creek  ecosystem,  whose  timber  values  are  . 
far  outweighed  by  backpacking,  wildlife  genetic  diversity,  and 
other  wilderness  values, 

BROWN'S  CANYON!   I  wholeheartedly  support  the  BLM  wilderness 

recommendation  for  the  full  A. 414  acres  of  this  unit,  especially 

since  it  will  allow  future  consideration  of  Brown's  Canyon  and 

the  contiguous  wild  Aspen  Ridge  Forest  Service  area  as  a  Jointly 

managed  wilderness  area.   I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  terrain 

here  is  too  rugged  to  make  timber  and  minerals  production  economical. 

SAND  CASTLE:  I  affirm  BLM's  wilderness  reommendat ion  for  this  very 
small  1.644  acre  area,  which  will  round  out  the  adjacent  Great  Sand 
Dunes  National  Monument. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  44-15 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


££"15 


UPPER  and  LOWER  GRAPE  CREEK!   I  strongly  oppose  BLM's  non-wilderness 
recommendation  on  the  basis  that  the  DEIS  emphasizes  timber,  grazing, 
minerals,  and  ORV  potential  to  the  detriment  of  natural  attributes 
such  as  raptor  habitat  and  species  diversity.   Minerals  potential 
is  cited  as  a  basis  for  exclusion,  despite  the  Coker  minerals  study 
which  concludes  the  area  has  'little  economic  potential'.   The  DEIS 
is  framed  in  negative  terms,  For  example-,  it  says  that  wilderness 
designation  will  lead  to  'losses  in  potential  increases'  of  livestock, 
timber  and  motorized  recreation.   Wilderness  benefits  are  vertually 
ignored!  I  strongly  recommend  inclusion  of  both  areas.  Upper  and 
Lower  Grape  Creek,  with  the  exception  the  the  Sunset  Gulch  section 
of  Lower  Grape  Creek,  and  a  sm3ll  SE  section  of  Upper  Grape  Creek 
containing  in holdings. 

SAN  LUIS  HILLS!   Despite  recent  interest  in  the  copper  and  molybdenum 
potential  of  this  unit,  these  values  are  FAR  outweighed  by  the  fact 
that  San  Luis  Hills  is  one  of  only  2  Colorado  units  representing 
the  'fescue  mountain  muhly  prairie  vegetation  class'  3nd  therefore 
provides  a  rare  addition  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.   Similar  minerals  are  found  nearby,  whereas  the  uniaue 
geologic  and  plant  values  of  this  unit  are  irreplaceable.  I 
STRONGLY  RECOMMEND  INCLUSION  OF  SAN  LUIS  HILLS  unit  minus  the 
heavily  mineralized  NE  section  deleted  in  Alternatives  C  and  D. 

MCINTYRE  HILLS!   Intensive  management  of  this  area  for  range,  timber 
and  ORV  use  has  been  long  planned.   Because  these  values  in  this 
area  are  higher  than  its  wilderness  values  compared  with  the  other 
units.  I  concur  with  the  BLM's  non-wilderness  recommendation  for 
this  a  rea . 

Thank  you  for  your  attentio 


for  your  attentioorj 
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KESPONSE  TO  LETTER  45-16 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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2  5  October  1982 


Mr.   Jack  Albright, Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.    Box   1U?0 

Canon  City,    CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  41  bright i 

We  are  writing  in  response  to   BXM  proposals  for  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
in  the  Canyon  City  area,    and  we  request  that  our  comments  be    included    in 
the  hearing  record. 

We  congratulate  the  BLH's  support  for  the  wilderness  designation  of  Brown's 
Canyon,   where  we  have  enjoyed  many  a  hike  and  raft  trip,   and  for  the  Sand 
Castle  area  adjacent  to  the  Creat   Sand   Dunes,      And  we  do  not  oppose 
intensive  management   for  MclrPtyre   Hills,    as    HIM  proposes. 

However,    we  oppose  the  non-wilderness  recommendation  for   Upper  and    lower 
Grape  Creek.    The  Coker  study  stated  that  the  area   has  "little  mineral 
potential";    the  area  has  rich  natural  assets    in   diverse  wildlife  habitat. 
We  oppose  mineral,    livestock,    timber  or  motorized-reareat ion  uses  of  the 
Grape  Creek  area. 

Also,   the  special  geologic,    botanical  and  habitat  assets  of  San  Luis  Hills 
are    Irreplaceable, and  unique   in  Colorado.      Minerals  found  here  are  also   found 
in  private  holdings  nearby.    We  urge   the   inclusion  of  this   land   in  the  Wilderness 
System  except,    perhaps,    for  the  northeast    section. 

For   Beaver  Creek  we  support  Alternative  C  and  oppose  alternative    D.    The 
wilderness  values  here,    too,    far  outweigh  timber  values. 

Once  lost,    wilderness  qualities  and  values  cannot    be  regained.    No  "national 
emergency"    prompts   the   opening   of   wilderness    lands   to   development    or   motorized 
recreation.    The  short-range  profit  of  a  few  companies  does  not    justify  th« 
irrevocable   destruction   of   wilderness   remnants.    The   demand   for   wilderness   as 
wilderness,    for  study,    research  and  recreation,    increases  and  accelerates 
continuously  as  population    increases.      Preservation  of  wilderness   is   crucial. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  46-17 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Thank   you   for   your   consideration. 


--Sincerely  yours,    -      ,       •.„ 
£j)>rnot  li3|lnj'lchsdoi£f  i\ 


Helffi-rcKSrlorff 
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Oct.  30,  1982 

P.O.  Box  717 

Buena  Vista,  Co.  81211 

Phone:395-8426 


Jack  Albright 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colo.  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

Our  group  was  formed  in  1979  to  monitor  the  status  of 
wild  areas  on  public  lands  in  our  region.  I  wish  to  express 
support  on  behalf  of  our  50+  membership  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation of  the  6,514  acre  Brown's  Canyon  unit.  This  unique 
wild  area  is  an  important  refuge  for  wildlife,  receives  very 
little  human  pressure  and  would  be  a  valuable  addition  to 
the  wilderness  preservation  system.  The  life  zones  and  eco- 
systems contained  in  the  Brown's  Canyon  unit  are  not  preserved 
anywhere  else  in  our  region. 

I  request  that  this  letter  be  included  in  the  hearing 
record. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  47-19 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Sincerely, 
Dick  Scar 
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3290  Barley  Ave. 
Boulder,  Colorado  80303 
October  30,   1982 


Jack  Albright,    Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.oyal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  Ui70 
Canyon  City,  Colorado     81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright, 

I  am  writing  to  urge  BLM  wilderness  recommendation  of 
more     of  the  Canyon  City  BLM  WSAs;  I  believe  that  some 
that  were  found  unsuitable  as  wilderness  have  been  considered 
more  on  the  basis  of  their  timber,  grazing,  minerals,   and 
ORV  use  potential  than  for  their  wilderness  values. 
I  request  that  this  letter  be  made  part  of  the  public 
hearing  record  on  the  recommendations  contained  in  the 
Draft  EIS. 

For  Beaver  Creek,   I  support  Alternative  C  and  oppose 
Alternative  D,    eliminating  liOOO  acres;    these  UCOO  acres 
south  of  Holbert  drainage  are  an  integral  part  of  the  larger 
3eaver  Creek  ecosystem. 

I  wholly  support  BLM's   recommendation  for   Brown's   Canyon; 
timber  and  minerals  production  is  not  economical  on  such  rugged 
terrain.     I  also  support  wilderness  recommendation  for  the  tiny 
Sand  Castle  area,   rounding  out  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 
Monument. 

I  urge  you  to  recommend  wilderness  designation  for  Upper  and 
Lower  Grape  Creek  and  San  Luis  Hills,   to  preserve  the  areas' 
natural  attributes,  their  unique  geologic,  plant,   and  animal 
values  which  make  them  irreplaceable  areas.     I  approve 
deletion,  however,  of  the  heavily  mineralized  ME  section  of 
San  Luis  Hills,   as  in  Alternatives  C  and  D.     I  also  approve 
of  the  intensive  management  planned  for  Mclntyre  Hills,   for 
range,   timber,   and  0P7  use. 

Sincerely, 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  48-20 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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Deborah  Hayes 
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RESPONSE  10  LETTER  49-21 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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BOX  1032,  BUENA  VISTA,  COLORADO   81211 

"  The  Whitewater  Capital  of  Colorado" 

(303)  395-8949  or  (303)  395-6657 
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RESPCNSE  TO  LETTER  50-22 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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Enos  Mills  Group 
Sierra  Club 

2239    East   Colfax,    *206 

Denver,  Colorado 
80206  (303)  321-8292 


51-24 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO.  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright, 

The  Enos  Mills  Group  of  the  Sierra  Club  has  3000+  members 
in  the  Denver  Metro  area,  the  great  majority  of  whom  use  and  value 
wilderness  and  are  constantly  alert  for  new  wilderness  use  oppor- 
tunities. We  are  concerned  about  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  These  areas  are  among  the  closest  WSA's  to  Denver,  since  most 
are  within  3  hrs .  driving  distance. 

2)  If  finally  designated  and  protected  as  Wilderness,  these 
areas  would  preserve  for  dispersed,  primitive,  non-motorized 
recreational  use  a  particular  topographical-ecological  cate- 
gory of  land  which,  though  common  in  the  near-Denver  Front 
Range,  is  not  available  in  great  quantity  or  in  Wilderness 
quality  for  public  use.  This  despite  strenuous  efforts  by  local 
groups  in  Jefferson  and  Boulder  Counties  to  set  aside  Open 
Space  and  despite  the  existence  of  a  >jl  sales  tax  in  Jeffer- 
son Countys  to  achieve  this  purpose.  The  willingness  of  cit- 
izens to  tax  themselves  (which  has  survived  at  least  two 
elections)  to  preserve  lands  of  the  type  in  the  RG  RA  DEIS 
should  be  a  signal  to  the  BLM  that  their  recreational  value 
may  be  considerable,  if  perhaps  not  well  developed  at  present. 

3)  Our  Group  believes  that  we  need  more  Wilderness  in  Colorado 
in  general,  not  only  for  the  benefit  of  our  members,  but  also 
for  the  benefit  of  those  distant  in  space  and  time.  Future 
generations,  or  people  in  other  states  who  do  or  might  visit 
Colorado  wilderness  Areas,  do  not  generally  have  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  DEIS.  On  the  other  hand,  parochial  economic 
interests  make  their  views  known  constantly.  Remember,  these 
are  National  public  lands. 
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P ositive  comments  on  the  JETS  as  a  whole . 

We  are  pleased  with  the  experimental  large  format,  graphics, 
and  overall  appearance.  You  could  perhaps  have  used  more  flattering 
pictures  -  why  not  contact  the  Club  or  the  Colorado  Open  Space 
Council  for  better  ones?  The  range  of  alternatives  studied  in 
the  DEIS  is  also  fairly  good,  and,  with  some  exceptions,  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  conflicts,  resources,  and  opportunities  is  fairly 
accurate. 

Negative  comments  on  the  DEIS  as  a  whole. 

We  are  disappointed  that  the  BLM  has  profferred  such  a  meager, 
and  ill-deserved,  wilderness  recommendation  for  the  RGRA.  The 
percentage  of  land  recommended  is  suspiciously  very  similar  to  that 
recommended  elsewhere  (e.g.  Lake  City  area)  and  appears  to  be  more 
arbitrary  than  rational.  BLM  appears  to  be  straining  to  make  such 
"resource  mountains  out  of  molehills"  and  to  use  such  high  dollar 
figures  for  what  surely  are  fairly  speculative  resources,  that 
hard-to-quantity  resources  like  Wilderness  are  made  to  seem  un- 
important by  comparison.  With  one  or  two  exceptions,  minerals  do 
not  appear  to  be  economically  important  resources  in  these  areas, 
(as  the  DEIS  itself  makes  fairly  plain) ,  yet  conclusions  drawn  from 
these  data  are  prejudicial  to  Wilderness.  The  same  is  true  for 
timbering:  the  DEIS  (and  personal  observation)  indicates  that  rain- 
fall is  slight  and  uneven,  soils  are  thin,  and  slopes  are  steep,  - 
hardly  land  suitable  for  a  significant  sustainable  timber  harvest,  - 
yet  timber  harvest  is  considered  to  be  a  substantial  barrier  to 
Wilderness  recommendation.  Finally,  and  most  galling,  wildlife 
"enhancement"  is  used  as  another  stick  to  beat  Wilderness.  The 
Sierra  Club  believes  that  when  one  considers  all  wildlife  species 
(i.e.  an  ecosystem) ,  not  just  a  handfull  of  game  species,  wild- 
life benefits  most  from  the  undisturbed,  "unmanipulated"  land  in 
a  designated  Wilderness. 


Positive  comments  on  the  DEIS  specifically. 


We  agree  with,  and  loud 
qualities  at  Brown's  Canyon,  s 
We  agree  that  these  areas  have 
tions  and  would  complement  Fed 
areas.  We  also  agree  with  BLM 
ferred  alternative  for  the  Mel 
though  not  huge,  indeed  appear 
areas,  and  the  Wilderness  reso 
them. 

We  also  agree  with  some 


BLM  for  recognizing  the  Wilderness 
nd  Cattle  and  3eaver  Creek  v;SA's. 
few  conflicts  or  management  complica- 
eral  land  use  policies  in  adjoining 
'somewhat  reluctantly)  on  its  pre- 
ntyre  Hills  WSA.  The  resource  conflicts, 

to  be  more  substantial  than  in  other 
urce  is  not  so  great  as  to  overwhelm 

f  BLM's  deletions: 


in  Beaver  Creek,  alternative  C,  all  these  deletions  seem  reason- 
able, although  we  have  not  had  the  opportunity  to  explore  the 
northeast  and  western  deletions. 

in  Upper  Grape  Creek,  alternative  C,  the  small  square  section 
on  the  southeast  side. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  51-24 

Response  1 

Although  it  is  necessary  to  show  all 
the  impacts  that  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  wilderness  designation  or 
nondesignation,  in  this  FEIS  the 
impacts  shown  in  Chapter  4  are  not 
judged  to  be  significant  nor 
insignificant  and  no  dollar  values 
have  been  estimated  in  this  FEIS.     The 
information  is  shown  and  comparisons 
are  given  so  that  the  readers  can  form 
their  own  opinions.  Timber  and 
wildlife  habitat  improvements  are  not 
identified  as  "barriers"  to  wilderness 
but  are  analyzed  to  examine  effects  of 
alternative  resource  uses. 
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4)  in  San  Luis  Hills,  the  northeastern  section  deleted  in 
Alternative  C. 

5)  we  also  believe  that  in  Brown's  Canyon,  BLM  should  examine 
the  WSA  boundaries  in  the  vicinity  of  Ruby  Mtn.  on  the  extreme 
NW  edge  (around  Cathrop) .  This  area  is  used  for  ORV  and  rock- 
collecting  recreation,  so  perhaps  the  boundary  should  be  drawn 
to  omit  it. 

We  disagree  with  the  rest  of  BLM' s  deletions  as  follows: 

1)  In  Beaver  Creek,  the  4000  acres  south  of  the  Holbert  drainage, 
but  excluding  the  deletion  in  Alternative  C.  Because  most  of 
this  area  is  bounded  by  Colorado  DOW  property,  it  would  be 
best  managed  for  Wilderness.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  fuel- 
wood  and  saw  timber  resource  is  so  great  as  to  justify  the 
exclusion  of  a  type  of  lower-lying  sedimentary  rock  landscape 
that  complements  the  basement  rock  landscape  of  the  rest  of 

the  WSA.  It's  also  not  clear  to  us  how  the  wood  could  be  gather- 
ed without  affecting  DOW's  uses  of  the  adjoining  land. 

2)  The  total  exclusion  of  both  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creeks  removes 
from  Wilderness  two  areas  which  are  in  fact  Wilderness  quality, 
with  minor  conflicts,  and  which  in  fact  should  be  managed  to- 
gether as  one  unit  (the  way  dividing  the  units  is  a  source  of 
local  ORV  aggravation  and  should  be  closed  off) .  The  exclusion 
of  the  areas  in  Lower  Grape  Creek  west  of  Goat  Park  Gulch  and 
around  Horseshoe  Mtn.  in  Alternative  C  because  of  some  small 
patented  land  strikes  us  as  unnecessary,  and  in  the  latter  case 
deletes  from  Wilderness  a  scenic  area  near  the  Tights.  These 
areas  do  not  seem  to  be  used  for  any  particular  economic  pur- 
pose now  and  we  would  urge  BLM  investigate  the  possibility  of 
removing  these  conflicts  through  land  exchange.  The  NE  exclusion 
in  Alternative  C  for  Upper  Grape  Creek  is  not  necessary  also: 
information  to  us  suggests  that  ORV  conflicts  in  this  area  are 
not  as  great  as  the  DEIS  claims.  The  other  alleged  conflicts 
are  not  such  as  to  overwhelm  the  Wilderness  qualities  of  these 
two  areas.  In  particular,  the  conflict  of  the  cattle  fencing 
project  for  Grape  Creek  is  best  dealt  with  by  reducing  the  AUM, 
not  by  spending  additional  public  monies  correcting  impacts 

due  originally  to  the  subsidy  of  a  marginal  local  industry. 

3)  The  total  exclusion  of  San  Luis  Hills  because  of  one  legitimate 
and  another  questionable  conflict  is  not  justified.  The  NE 
exclusion  in  Alternative  C  seems  reasonable  to  us  because  of 
mining  conflicts,  but  we  are  not  convinced  that  managability 
problems  for  the  southern  exclusion  are  convincing.  The  San 
Luis  Hills  is  important,  as  Wilderness,  because  it  preserves 
for  that  purpose  low  altitude  land  of  some  uniqueness  in  that 
part  of  Colorado. 

In  conclusion,  we  do  not  believe  that  BLM  has  justified  the 
removal  of  such  a  high  percentage  of  acreage  from  its  Wilderness 
recommendations.  From  both  direct  and  indirect  information  avail- 
able to  us,  and  from  the  discussion  in  the  DEIS  itself,  we  are 
driven  to  the  conclusion  that  BLM's  recommendations  are  essentially 
arbitrary  and,  perhaps,  motivated  more  by  politics  than  by  proper 


land  use  considerations. 

Sincerely, 

Kirk  Cunningham  J&-> 

Conservation  Chair 

KC/kr 
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November  8,    1982 


DR.   SALLY    STEWART 

8S10   OELUONICO   DRIVE.   APT.   2(M      •      COLORADO   SPRINGS.   COLORADO   I 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land 

Management 
Canyon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright:' 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  deep  concern  about  the 
proposals  to  reclassify  Colorado  Wilderness  areas  as 
"nonwilderness"  and  thus  to  open  up  these  areas  to  oil 
and  gas  leasing  and  development.   I  am  particularly 
corcerned  about  the  Beaver  Creek,  Brown's  Canyon,  Sand 
Castle,  Grape  Creek,  San  Luis  Hills,  and  Mclntyre  Hills 
areas. 

I  have  lived  in  Colorado  much  of  my  life  and  spent 
many  hours  hiking  and  backpacking  with  friends  and 
relatives  in  Colorado  Wilderness  areas.   The  pleasure 
I  have  received  over  the  years  from  these  activities 
can  not  be  measured  in  dollars  and  cents.   Yet  I 
greatly  fear  that  many  of  our  legislators,  administrators, 
and  land  developers  are  bringing  pressure  to  bear  on 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  change  these  Wilderness 
designations  to  fatten  their  own  purses  and  without 
due  consideration  to  the  aesthetic  and  recreational 
values  of  these  areas  for  the  general  populace.   We 
have  seen  this  happen  before  and .unless  those  people 
with  limited  power  and  influence  can  band  together  to 
stop  this  process,  it  will  happen  again  and  again. 
Colorado  is  one  of  the  few  states  left  in  this  country 
that  can  be  proud  of  its  natural  beauty  because  it 
has  fought  hard  to  preserve  it.   I  sincerely  hope  that 
this  fight  will  not  be  lost. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  my  comments  are  included 
as  a  part  of  ■  .the  hearing  record. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  52-25 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Sincerely, 


CCtc&.L./^-' 


53-26 


Jack  Albright 

Project  .  lanaser 

Bureau  of   Land   ''ana-^emen  t 

poyal  Gorne   Resource  Area 

P.u.    hox  14711 

Canon    City,    Co  81212 

bear  Mr.   Albright: 


I  was   until U    to   actend   the    Bureau  of   Land  "anawmen.t    hearing   held 
.ere    In    Colorado   Soriam   but    do  wish    to   voice   ny-oninton   on   t«l» 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  53-26 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


::y   fecilnjw  are   In  total  support  of  the  Sierra  CI  ah.      Tie  Areas 
proposed    for  wilderness   protection   by   the    Mr/!   and    Forest    Service 


fall    far   short    of   t! 


e   areas   needed.      All   of   the    congressional 


designated   study   areas   need   to   be   made  wilderness    areas    and 
taere    protection    from   James   Watt    guaranteed. 

The    critically   balanced   western   environment   nust   be    Protected   so 
t.<at    future    generations    can   enjoy   the   beauty   and    love   of   the    land 
taat   our   forefathers   did. 


Please  make  these 


comments  nart  of  the  official  hearings  records. 


Bruce   J? 

28  Ij   rilntridj;e  IJr 

Colo   SpWlftS,    Co   RD907 
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November  f,    lcSa 


54-27 


Mr.  Jaek   Albright,   Project  Manager 

Bureau    of  Land  Management 

Bcyal    Gorge   Pescurce   Area 

P.h.EaxlhTO 

Canon  City,    CO   61312 

Lear  Mr.    Albright: 

In  regard!  to  the  wilderness    recommendations   your   office  will   make  for 
the   6L!!  Study   areas   for  the  Canon  City   [istrict,  I   would   like   toprovide   theae 
•ommonts.   The   primary  values    of  n-.turslness ,    beauty,    nolitude    and   recreation 
will    btsome  more    evident    as    our    per  capita    ratio  becomes    higher,    and    the 
total    amount    of  thia    land    diminishes.       Also   the    natural    escsystoms    will 
te  needed  for  future  cultural    and   scientific  studies. 

»   have   personally  visited  the   Beaver  Creek    ,    Brown's   Canyen,    and   eithe   r 
been   in  or   adjaoent  to  U»per  graps  Creek    Area.      They   are   all   worthy   of  full 
Wilderness    resignation,    espesclally    in   light    of   how  many   other    areas    which 
will    be    developed    because   they    are   too  3mall.      Please    recommend    these 
four    are    as,    including  the    additional    ''OOC    acres    in   teaver   Creek.      This 
is    a  spe.ial   river,    with  fine  fishing   and  wildlife  h.bitat,    which  will 
never   be  the  same    if   it    is   not  pmtecVd.    t   feci  that   little   timber   resources 
can  justify   opening  theBe   arons   to  ('evplopment . 

Again  pl»a>   resemmend  the    above  mentioned    areas    and  Kclntyre   Hills   for 
Wilderness.   Their  value  close  to  Colorado  Springs    and  Pueblo   are   .1   strong 
reason  for  their   need.  Please    include  this    letter   as   part  of  the  hearing 
roeord.    Thank  you  for  the    opportunity  te   comment,    and    sen  copies   te   whoever 
would   also  want  to  n  ad  them. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  54-27 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Sincerely, 


Peter  C.    ELstle 


7^- 


X.J?* 


IS/   K°tAflL    G-crii^-   t/vJ, 
PO  8<*   iHlt 

ChMo0ri      ^'^CJ        ColctflJo      ?!*-<  X 

Dt*r    /7?r.  /V&r.^At  : 

CaJ     Qtteltr    /«    111  3-    jZ  irst.AcU    />-f 

C'-'/dtfido     ■Sffiri'JffS        O^         "fA*-       P  E  X £       prtftffils 
■fcr      Upper     CrrAKc      Cyt  (e  k-        # v  J     i-t^clr      (rr'^-/>i- 

Oce/t    . 

If /Jc  /usee/     Ss      S     /nerc      c/<-'^i/(<J    /cs/K*'" 

_Z"     ItUdu/J       /i'/Ce       shy     respite:      Or    n,rtc/,-_ 
flfirf     if      f$f      ^r/hrfi       /icAr;*Sft      KrcertJ . 

TJiA^k  uvu     /iir      ft*    cppertvtJiiiA         fa 

C6  rhi7rA/i~. 
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Willie  Johnson 
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55-28 


I.   INTRODUCTION 


Hello,  my  name  is  Willie  Johnson.   I  live  1n  Golden,  Colorado. 
I  would  like  to  thank  BLM  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.   I  would 
like  to  speak  about  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek,  an  area  I  have  be- 
come familiar  with  1n  the  past  five  months  Including  visiting  both 
arears  . 

Seven  Wilderness  Study  Arears  (WSA)  totaling  82,867  acres  have 
been  Identified  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  1n  the  Canon 
CUy  District  of  south  central  Colorado.   Of  this  area,  25,258  acres 
are  proposed  to  be  recommended  for  Inclusion  1n  the  National  Wilder- 
ness Preservation  System, 

Neither  Upper  Grape  Creek  nor  Lower  Grape  Creek  is  being  re- 
commended for  Inclusion.   These  comments  address  the  appropriateness 
of  this  recommendation. 
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II.   EVALUATION  OF  "NON-WILDERNESS"  RECOMMENDATION 

BLM's  recommendation  of  both  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  for 
"non-wilderness"  Is  somewhat  confusing  given  that  both  WSA's  clear- 
ly meet  the  criteria  of  "wilderness"  as  outlined  by  the  National 
Wilderness  Act.   Using  BLH's  interpretation  of  those  criteria,  and 
the  data  presented  in  the  DEIS,  both  WSA's  qualify  as  "wilderness". 

The  BLM  in  the  Federal  Register  (Vol.  47,  No.  23,  February, 
1982 )  outlines  Wilderness  Study  Policy;  Policies  Criteria,  and 
Guidelines  for  Conducting  Wilderness  Studies  on  Public  Lands.   All 
BLM  wilderness  recommendations  for  "suitable"  or  "non -sui tabl e" 
are  justified  on  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Evaluation  of  wilderness  values  which  include  mandatory  wilder- 
ness characteristics,  special  features,  multiple  resouce  bene- 
fits, and  diversity  In  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System;  and 

2.  Manageability, 
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.Diversity  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System  - 
considering  the  fol 1  owing  factors : 

(1)  Expanding  diveristy  of  ecosystems  and  land  forms. 

(2)  Assessing  opportunities  for  solitude  or  primitive  re- 
creation within  a  days  driving  time  of  major  population 
centers  . 

(3)  Balancing  the  geographic  distribution  of  wilderness  ar- 
eas including  federal  and  state  lands  designated  as 
wilderness  or  under  study.   (F.R.  p.  5103) 

In  addressing  diversity  of  ecosystems,  the  DEIS  (p,  36,42) 
states  that  the  ecosystem  of  pine-Douglas  fir  forest  Is  com- 
mon to  the  surrounding  region.   Other  parts  of  the  ecosystem 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  55-28 

Response  1 

A  Class  I  (existing  data)  inventory 
was  performed  and  is  considered  to  be 
sufficient  basis  to  estimate  the 
importance  of  the  cultural  resources 
in  the  WSAs. 

Nowhere  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy 
(Federal  Register,  Vol.  47,  No.  23)  is 
a  level  of  documentation  mentioned  for 
cultural  (prehistoric)  values. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that 
development  on  public  lands  requires 
inventory  and  mitigation  for  cultural 
resources,  thus  providing  legal 
protection,  which  occurs  whether  or 
not  an  area  is  designated  as 
wilderness. 
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in  Grape  Creek   such  as  flower  communities  and  landforms  of 
which  Lower  Grape  Creek  1s  Isgnlflcant  are  not  mentioned. 
Both  units  can  be  reached  within  one  day  (five  hours)  from 
six  major  population  centers:   Denver,  Colorado  Springs, 
Pueblo,  Boulder,  Fort  Collins,  and  Greeley  (DEIS,  p.  36). 
The  geographical  distribution  of  the  USA's  Is  not  directly 
addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

MANAGEABILITY 

According  to  BLH  (F.R.  Vol.  47,  No.  23,  p.  5107)  the  area 
must  be  capable  of  being  effectively  managed  to  preserve  Its 
wilderness  "in  the  long  term".   Factors  considered  here  In- 
clude land  status  (private  Inholdings,  state  lands,  valid 
mining  claims,  mineral  leases,  and  overall  pattern  of  land 
status);   access  to  state  of  private  Inholdings  which  means 
access  to  non-federal  lands  surrounding  the  USA;  use  of  buf- 
fer zones  (BLH  policy  not  to  use  buffer  zones;  air  quality  - 
no  reclassification  from  class  II.) 

According  to  the  DEIS  (p.  5-6)  wilderness  designation 
for  Lower  Grape  Creek  "could"  restrict  access  to  67  mining 
claims  and  75  acres  of  non-Federal  Inholdings.   For  Upper 
Grape  Creek,  restrictive  access  "could"  Impact  thirty  acres 
of  non-Federal  Inholdings  and  148  existing  mining  claims.   As 
previously  noted,  the  DEIS  does  not  clarify  how  "active"  these 
claims  are.   According  to  BLH  mining  engineer  Bob  Cocker 
(Cocker,  p.  tv),  the  whole  area  1s  "subeconomic "  from  a  mineral 
standpoint . 

Both  Upper  and  Lower  Creeds  have  access.   Lower  Grape 
Creek  from  Temple  Canyon  Park  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  via  Lower 
Grape  Creek.   There  Is  also  a  road  down  Bear  Gulch  which  cros- 
ses private  land.   The  landowner  allows  passage  with  his  per- 
mission.  Also  access  to  Upper  Grape  Creek  via  Dewessee  Res- 
ervoir Is  possible. 

Neither  Upper  Grape  Creek  nor  Lower  Grape  Creek  need  a 
buffer  zone.   Lower  Grape  Creek  has  Its  own  natural  buffer 
zone  -  the  canyon.   Upper  Grape  Creek  is  isolated  such  that 
a  buffer  zone  Is  not  needed. 

A1r  quality  for  both  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  1s  rated 
by  BLH  as  class  II.   The  DEIS  states  that  air  quality  in  both 
units  1s  "good". 

In  summary,  without  considering  outside  data,  there  Is 
adequate  data  In  the  DEIS  to  qualify  both  units  as  "wilderness" 
using  BLH's  interpretation  of  the  criteria  of  the  National 
Wilderness  Act. 
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WEAKNESS  OF  THE  DEIS 

Though  the  DEIS  Is  fairly  comprehensive,  there  are  several 
areas  which  are  Inadequate.   Two  areas  which  are  Inadequate 
are  Insufficient  documenatatlon  of  minerals  and  supplemental 
values  and  failure  to  give  equal  weight  to  wilderness  values. 

1.   LACK  OF  ADEQUATE  DOCUMENTATION  IN  THE  FOLLOWING  AREAS: 
a.Hlriet'fll  5  -  [First,  the  DEIS  fails  to  clarify  the  nature 
of  the  vaTid  mining  claims  in  Upper  and  Lower  Grape 
Creek,   Reference  is  made  1n  the  DEIS  to  the  number  of 
mining  claims  and  non-Federal  Inholdings  without  clari- 
fying how  active  or  Inactive  the  claims  are. 

Secondly,  one  of  the  major  sources  used  for  mineral 
documentation,  Robert  Cocker's  mineral  assessment  of  the 
area,  emphatically  states  the  lack  of  mineral  potential 
in  the  area.   In  Cocker's  "Summary  and  Conclusions",  he 
states,  "...At  current  March,  1982  metal  prices,  the  en- 
tire area  is  considered  subeconomic.   Overall  the  entire 
area  has  little  economic  potential.   The  mineral  occur- 
ances  are  small  and,  though  locally  of  fairly  high  grade, 
are  generally  low  grade  In  character." 

b.Suppl omental  Values 

Minimal  consideration  1s  given  to  pre-historic  values. 
The  DEIS  (p.  35)  claims  that  pre-history  resources  are 
"not  significant",  according  to  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource 
Area  URA.   Very  limited  consideration  1s  given  to  his- 
torical, ecological,  and  scientific  values.   The  DEIS 

(p.  35)  states,  " little  information  exists  on  which 

to  make  definitive  statements  concerning  this  pre-his- 
tory".  This  Is  clearly  a  lack  of  documentation  which 
does  not  comply  with  BLM  guidelines  for  documentation 
in  the  Wilderness  Study  Process  as  outlined  1n  the  Fed- 

eral  Register  (Ud.  47,  No.  23,  pp.  5111-5143). 

FAILURE  TO  GIVE  EQUAL  WEIGHT  TO  WILDERNESS  VALUES  AS  COM- 
PARED TO  NON-WILDERNESS  VALUES. 

According  to  BLM  guidelines  for  conducting  wilderness 
studies,  equal  weight  must  be  given  to  wilderness  values, 
as  stated  In  the  Federal  Register  (Vol.  45,  No.  6  p. 
8379):   "The  same  weight  must  be  given  to  the  assessment 
of  impacts  on  Identified  wilderness  values  when  an  area 
1s  recommended  as  non' suitable  as  Is  given  to  the  ana- 
lysis of  impacts  resulting  from  wilderness  designation 
when  an  area  is  recommended  suitable". 

There  are  several  ways  in  which  wilderness  values 
are  given  unequal  weight  in  the  DEIS.  |  First,  pre-exist- 
ing management  plans  for  Grape  Creek  indicate  a  bias 
toward  wilderness  values.   Specifically,  the  BLM  plan- 
ning tool,  the  Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP )  of  the 
Royal  Gorge  Planning  Unit  (Rf  38(212))  clearly  expresses 
a  non-wilderness  bias  stating,  "...It  Is  projected  that 
the  trail  along  Grape  Creek  will  be  a  hiking/motorized 
bike  trail...  Such  a  trail  would  help  overcome  a  supply 
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Response  2 

As  long  as  the  claimant  files  an 
annual  assessment  showing  that  a 
minimum  of  $100  of  labor  or 
development  per  year  per  claim  was 
expended  in  the  development  of  the 
mineral  resource,  the  claim  is 
considered  active.     The  claims  shown 
in  each  WSA  have  all  had  annual 
assessments  filed  and  are  considered 
active  at  the  tine  this  EIS  was 
written. 

Response  3 

Emphasis  has  been  placed  on  item  8  of 
the  sunmary  and  conclusion  section  of 
the "Mineral  Resources  of  the  Arkansas 
Canyon  Planning  Unit  with  Special 
Emphasis  on  the  Grape  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  and  the  Mclntyre  Hills 
Wilderness  Study  Area,"  by  Robert 
Coker.     In  its  complete  context,  item 
8  states  "Overall  the  entire  area  has 
little  economic  potential.     The 
mineral  occurrences  are  small  and 
though  locally  of  fairly  high  grade, 
(arjphasis  added)  are  generally  low  in 
character."    This  would  indicate  that 
in  considering  the  entire  225-square- 
mile  area  the  prospects  for  discovery 
of  significant  mineral  resources  are 
generally  low;  however,  the  potential 
is  identified  in  both  the  Coker  report 
(introduction  and  conclusion/summary) 
and  the  Barringer  Resources 
investigation.     In  particular  the 
following  areas  within  and  adjacent  to 
the  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA  were 
identified  as  having  mineral 
potential:     Green  Mountain  Mine;  2) 
Copper  Gulch;  3)  Horseshoe  Mine;  4) 
Goat  Park;  5)  Sunset  City;  6)  El  Plamo 
Mine;  7)  Columbine  Mine;  8)  Copper 
Girl  and  Valley  View.    Although 
currently  delineated  ore  reserves  are 
inadequate  to  engage  in  active 
developments  at  this  time,  the 
potential  for  development  and 
discovery  is  quite  evident  in  Lower 
Grape  Creek.     The  developed  workings 
identified  in  the  Coker  reports  are 
for  the  most  part  confined  to  the 
upper  oxidized  portion  of  the  deposit 
and  very  little  is  known  concerning 
the  mineralization  at  depth.     For 
these  reasons  and  the  favorable 
depositional  environment  of  the  area 
as  identified  by  E.  W.  Heinrich  in 
"Precambrian  Tungsten  and  Copper-Zinc 
Skarn  Deposits  of  South-Central 
Colorado"  the  area  was  identified  as 
having  potential  for  mineralization. 


It  should  be  reiterated  that  the  Lower 
Grape  Creek  WSA  was  the  only  WSA 
identified  to  have  mineral  potential; 
Upper  Grape  Creek  and  Mclntyre  Hills 
were  identified  as  having  only  limited 
potential,  which  is  in  agreement  with 
the  references  cited. 

Response  4 

A  Class  I  (existing  data)  inventory 
was  performed  and  is  considered  to  be 
.sufficient  basis  to  estimate  the 
importance  of  the  cultural  resources 
in  the  WSAs. 

Nowhere  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy 
(Federal  Register,  Vol.  47,  No.  23)  is 
a  level  of  documentation  mentioned  for 
cultural  (prehistoric)  values. 

The  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  is  in  concurrence  with  our 
approach  (see  Letter  16-95  and  Chapter 
1). 

It  should  also  be  noted  that 
development  on  public  lands  requires 
inventory  and  mitigation  for  cultural 
resources,  thus  providing  legal 
protection,  which  occurs  whether  or 
not  an  area  is  designated  as 
wilderness. 

Response  5 

We  have  clarified  and  added  more 
discussion  on  wilderness  values  in 
Chapter  4  in  the  FEB.  Also  the  no 
wilderness  alternative  discusses  the 
number  of  acres  and  what  wilderness 
values  would  be  affected  if  a  WSA  were 
not  designated  wilderness. 

Although  the  DEIS  did  show  losses  of 
potential  increases,  this  FELS  only 
shows  direct  losses  or  increases. 
This  analysis  is  consistent  among  all 
resources  in  each  WSA. 

ORV  use  is  currently  quite  low  in 
these  WSAs  and  is  not  projected  to 
increase  if  the  areas  are  not 
designated  wilderness.  The  potential 
motorized  trail  along  Grape  Creek  is 
no  longer  considered  in  the  FELS. 
Virtually  all  of  this  use  would 
continue  to  occur  on  existing  ways  and 
trails.  There  is  no  discernible 
erosion  or  sedimentation  presently 
5-52  expected.  Consequently  this  has  not 

been  analyzed  in  detail  but  is 
addressed  in  Chapter  1. 
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deficiency  for  motorized  trails  1n  Region  B...  Because 
the  Grape  Creek  Corridor  is  recommended  to  be  managed  as 
semi-private  motorized.   This  recommendation  meets  the 
management  criteria  of  this  class....  Because  of  the  wind- 
ing nature  of  the  canyon,  noise  generated  by  the  motor- 
bikes would  be  but  a  brief  Intrusion...  Consequently,  the 
current  EQ  class  should  be  altered  and  managed  entirely 
according  to  the  semi-private  motorized  criteria...". 

The  date  of  the  MFP  is  April.  1975.   I  suggest  that 
there  Is  a  direct  relationship  between  the  pre-existing 
"non-w1 1 derness "  management  plans  and  the  way  in  which 
wilderness  values  are  viewed  in  the  DEIS. 

Another  way  1n  which  non -w1l derness  values  are  gi- 
ven higher  weight  is  by  ignoring  "losses"  and  "potential 
losses"  of  non -wilderness  designation.   The  DEIS  focuses 
on  "losses"  and  "potential  losses"  of  non-wil derness  val- 
ues such  as  "geology  and  [Minerals"  "wildlife",  and  "for- 
estry", while  virtually  ignoring  losses  due  to  non-wild- 
erness designation.   For  example,  in  the  comparative  ana- 
lysis of  impacts  for  alternatives,  the  DEIS  (p.  20)  states 
that  impacts  on  soil  and  water  for  non -wilderness  desig- 
nation would  be  "negligible".   This  discounts  the  real  Im- 
pacts of  erosion  which  would  occur  due  to  motorized  travel. 
Water  quality  would  also  be  Impacted  by  the  erosion.   No 
attempt  1s  made  to  acknowledge  these  impacts. 

Similarly,  for  the  resource,  "wilderness",  the  DEIS 
(p.  21)  notes  (for  non-wilderness  designation)  the  Im- 
pact as  "loose  some  values".   In  a  subsequent  section 
which  gives  a  unit  by  unit  analysis  of  impacts  for  each 
alternative,  very  little  clarification  1s  given  on  what 
wilderness  values  will  be  lost. 


Another  way  in. which  non -wi 1 derness  values  are  given 
priority  may  be  seen  by  analyzing  the  Comparltive  Analy- 
sis of  Impacts  For  Alternatives.   In  some  instances  "po- 
tential losses"  and  "long  term  losses"  of  resources  due 
to  "All  Wilderness  Designation"  are  stated  as  if  they  are 
immediate  losses.   For  example,  in  Comparative  Analysis 
for  the  resouce  "forestry"  (assuming  All  Wilderness  De- 
signation) the  impact  is  stated  as  "Lose  43,930  cords  of 
firewood  and  8,588  mbf  of  saw  timber".   It  is  not  pointed 
out  here  that  the  "loss"  Is  actually  a  "projected  loss" 
based  on  the  assumption  of  a  150  year  rotation  period  for 
timber  (120  year  for  Douglas  fir)  with  maximum  intensive 
management.   The  "immediate  loss"  of  timber  as  noted  else- 
where in  the  DEIS  is  12,085  cords  of  wood  and  2,527  mbfs 
of  saw  timber.   Sometimes  losses  of  resources  as  a  result 
of  All  Wilderness  Designation  are  double  counted  such  as 
"trail  bike  use"  being  listed  twice  as  a  recreation  loss 
(DEIS,  p.  50). 


Response  6 

The  "Comparison  of  Impacts"  table  at 
the  end  of  Chapter  2  is  only  intended 
to  be  a  summary  of  impacts,  which  can 
be  compared  from  one  alternative  to 
another.  A  more  detailed  discussion 
of  the  impacts  of  activities  such  as 
forestry  projects  is  in  Chapter  4  of 
this  FEIS  where  the  length,  location, 
and  effect  on  wilderness  values  of  the 
project  are  given. 

In  the  DEIS  some  projects  that  were 
proposed  as  livestock  grazing,  timber, 
and  wildlife  resource  projects  may  be 
on  the  same  acres  and  would  have  the 
same  impacts.  However,  at  times  these 
impacts  may  have  been  counted  twice 
since  the  exact  location  of  projects 
was  not  known.  An  effort  has  been 
made  in  this  FEIS  to  give  locations  of 
projects  so  no  double  counting  of 
impacts  occurs. 

The  example  in  this  letter  refers  to  a 
loss  of  annual  recreation  days  by 
back-country  vehicle  users  and  hunters 
due  to  restriction  on  back-country 
vehicle  use.  Since  recreational 
back-country  vehicle  users  and  hunters 
who  use  vehicles  for  back-country 
access  are  counted  separately,  this 
was  not  double  counted. 
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The  question  of  whether  the  pre-existing  prefer- 
ence for  non-w1l derness  values  as  expressed  1n  the  MFD 
is  related  to  the  unequal  weight  given  to  wilderness 
values  in  the  DEIS  seems  relevant. 
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IV.   RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.   That  both  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  be  designated  "wild- 
erness" with  the  following  adjustments: 

a . Lower  Grape  Creek  -  The  northwest  boundary  of  Lower  Grape 
Creek  should  be  the  ridgellne  which  separates  Sunset  City 
Gulch  drainage  and  the  Goat  Park  Drainage  excluding  two 
inholdings  and  the  heavily  Impacted  Sunset  Gulch  area. 


The  DEIS,  1n  Alternative  C,  deleted  two  sections, 
one  starting  from  the  Tights  omitting  Horseshoe  Mountain, 
extending  to  Marsh  Gulch.   This  adjustment  was  suggested 
to  eliminate  conflict  with  two  patened  mining  claims 
(DEIS  p.  15).   This  delection  not  only  eliminates  the 
most  scenic  section  of  Lower  Grape  Creek,  but  also  creates 
management  problems  due  to  the  conflict  between  motorized 
and  non-motorized  recreation. 

The  second  boundary  adjustment  under  Alternative  C 
omits  the  land  west  of  Goat  Park  Gulch  "...because  of  the 
cumulative  impact  of  past  mining  activity".  (DEIS  p.  15) 
This  claim  conflicts  with  the  description  of  this  area  in 
the  BLM  Intensive  Wilderness  Inventory  (p.  277)  which 
states,  "In  Goat  Park  Gulch  1s  an  old  gold  mine  which  Is 
well  screened  by  topography  and  vegetation  with  the  excep- 
tion of  one  tailings  pile  which  can  be  seen  from  about  40 
yards.   There  is  a  way  from  Marsh  Gulch  to  some  patened 
land...  however  it  1s  only  a  detraction  from  naturalness 
in  Section  19,  T.  195,  R  71W...  This  portion  of  the  way  is 
well  screened  with  pingon  and  juniper  and  1s  not  a  major 
impact." 

On  site  Inspection  of  this  area  by  members  of  the 
Wilderness  Study  Group  this  summer  indicates  the  major 
impact  from  Sunset  Gulch  to  Cooper  Gulch  which  is  being 
recommended  for  exclusion. 


b.Upper  Grape  Creek  -  Recommend  deletion  of  a  small  (approx- 
imately  240  acres)  southeast  portion  of  Upper  Grape  Creek 
eliminating  a  mineral  conflict  with  patened  mining  claims 
In  the  area . 

The  DEIS  under  Alternative  C  suggested  two  boundary 
adjustments.   First,  300  acres  in  the  northeast  corner 
along  Grape  Creek  allowing,  "...a  more  concentrated  and 
manageable  unite  and  exclude  an  area  that  would  be  diffi- 
cult to  manage  because  of  backcountry  vehicle  use  (DEIS, 
p.  15).   On  site  inspection  of  this  area  indicates  very 
minimal  use  by  off-road  vehicles  up  Upper  Grape  Creek. 
The  heavy  use  area  1s  down  Bear  Gulch,  cross  Grape  Creek, 
and  up  East  Pierce  Gulch. 

The  other  previously  noted  boundary  adjustment  of 
240  acres  eliminating  mineral  conflict  is  reasonable  gi- 
ven the  size  and  location  of  the  area. 
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2.  Equal  consideration  should  be  given  to  wilderness  values, 
specifically  taking  into  account  losses  from  erosion  im- 
pacting soil,  water  quality,  and  plant  communities.   Noise 
pollution  and  its  impact  on  wildlife  should  be  addressed. 

3.  Special  features  should  be  given  more  consideration.   Spe- 
cifically, pre-hlstorlc  values  need  to  be  more  fully  docu- 
mented.  Educational,  ecological,  and  scientific  issues, 
at  least,  need  to  be  noted  as  required  by  BLM  guidelines. 

4.  Mining  activity  within  both  WSA's  needs  to  be  clarified  in- 
cluding documenting  level  of  activity. 

5.  Grazing  in  the  units  should  continue,  and  be  managed  more 
effectively . 

5.   Consideration  should  be  given  to  the  future  possibility 
that  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  and  the  adjoining  Tanner 
Peak  Forest  Service  Arear  could  be  jointly  managed. 

7.   The  rationale  for  recommending  "non -wi 1 derness  "  designation 
should  be  more  clearly  stated  for  each  WSA. 


Response  7 

Although  management  had  at  one  time 
considered  a  motorized  trail  along 
Grape  Creek,  it  has  been  decided  that 
if  the  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA  is  not 
designated  wilderness,  back-country 
vehicle  use  would  not  occur  along 
Grape  Creek.  No  conflict  between 
motorized  and  nonmotorized  recreation 
would  occur  under  management  currently 
proposed  if  the  area  is  not  designated 
wilderness. 

The  second  boundary  adjustment  was 
made  to  eliminate  the  cumulative 
impact  of  past  mining  activity.  The 
quote  in  this  comment  describing  the 
impacts  in  Goat  Park  is  taken  from 
ELM:  Intensive  Wilderness  Inventory, 
Final  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  November 
1980.  As  stated  in  the  foreword  of 
the  above  mentioned  document,  "The 
narratives  included  within  this  report 
are  summaries  of  detailed  inventory 
reports."  The  actual  Intensive 
Inventory  Report  describes  several 
imprints  of  man  in  this  part  of  the 
unit.  Individually  these  are  not 
considered  major  impacts.  However,  as 
directed  in  Wilderness  Study  Policy; 
Policies,  Criteria  and  Guidelines  for 
Conducting  Wilderness  Studies  on 
Public  Land  (published  in  F.R./Vol  47, 
No.  23,  February  3,  1982)  Chapter  II, 
E.,  human  imprints  were  evaluated  both 
individually  and  on  a  cumulative 
basis.  For  this  part  of  the  WSA,  the 
cumulative  impact  of  these  imprints  is 
considered  significant  enough  to 
warrant  analysis  of  a  separate 
alternative. 

Response  8 

The  partial  wilderness  alternative  for 
Upper  Grape  Creek  omitted  only  600 
acres.  Analysis  revealed  no 
difference  in  impacts  or  values  in 
this  portion  omitted  that  warrant 
further  consideration.  The  impacts 
are  completely  covered  by  describing 
the  all  wilderness  alternative  and 
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there  would  be  no  significant  reason 
to  consider  this  partial  alternative. 
As  a  result  only  the  all  wilderness 
and  no  wilderness  alternative  are  now 
considered  for  Upper  Grape  Creek. 

Since  the  suggested  boundary  change  in 
this  cociment  only  omits  one  of  the  two 
portions  recommended  in  the  partial 
alternative,   the  impacts  would  still 
be  the  sane  as  discussed  in  the  all 
wilderness  alternative. 
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RAYMOND  H.  VAVRINEK 

5185  TTHstle  Court 

Colorado  Springs.  Colorado  80917 

Telephone  (303)  574-2576 


Jack  Albright 

Project  i.anager 

ijuroau  or  ^and  Iianaooiaont 

P.  C.  jox  l'j-70 

Canon  "ity,  vo.       51212 

-•ear  dir: 

I  wish  to  stat:;  my  opposition  to  feha  declaration  of  the 
Beaver  Gre.:k  area  as  a  "wilderness  area". 

'tilth   the  passage  of  P.L.  96-560,  the  stat";  of  Colorado 
had  over  2.o  million  acres  of  "wilderness".  fh  t  is  about 
one  acre  per  person.  Isn't  this  enough?????????? 


jesibnation  of  the  Geavsr  Creek  area  as  ..ilderness  will 

only  remove  that  much  more  fr.,m  the  reach  of  the  majority 

o.  tao  people.  Uonnany  will  be  able  to  enjoy  this  soot  when  you 

close  the  roads  and  the  par-.in^  areas?????  dow  aony  hikera 

will  use  the  area  when  you  are  forced  to  destroy  the 

present  hiking  trails???????? 


Isn  t  it  nice  that  both  the  3Lh  and  the  conserve tionists 

are  willin;  to  k  ep  the  present  air  standards  sot  that  Col  rado 

uprin.s  will  not  have  to  dismantle  its  power  plant. 

Just  how  long  do  you  expect  it  will  be  after  the  desi.-n.:  fcion 
beloro  some  one  sues  fcuo  oLh  to  get  She  air  standards  to  -™et 
those  proscribed  in  JPa  CMpart  bl?????   ,.ho  will  ori  a  to 

t  a  suit  to  inforce  the  establishment  of  '/Integral  Vista". 

eclare  this  land  ",. ilderness"  is  contrary  to  fcht 
Good. 


avrinek 
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RESPONSE  TO  UETTER  56-29 

Response  1 

Since  there  are  currently  no  roads  nor 
parking  areas  in  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA, 
none  would  be  closed.  The  existing 
trails  in  the  WSA  would  be  maintained 
under  wilderness  designation  and 
construction  of  additional  trails 
would  also  be  possible. 

Response  2 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.  A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 
If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.  The 
HEM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states , 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  reconmend  reclassification  to  the 
nnre  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  .  . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.  ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BUI. 
Therefore,  air  quality  standards  are 
independent  of  wilderness  status  and 
are  not  an  issue  in  this  FEIS. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  57-30 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  58-31 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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59-34 


iO  783106  r    Xl 


labH 


*r.    Jjot  Albritrht 

rTojeot  ulan&srer 

3i.i..   .ioyal   t/crsre    Resource     .rea 

i?.    u.    Box   1-17U 

Canyon  City,    Co.    oi2iB 

Jejr  i4r.   .iibrljrht, 

Vlease  maice   this    letter  a   part  of   tr.e   he-jrlAP.   reuurn. 

i  stcport  your  plan  to  re  a  one  ad  '■'.iiaer.-ieas  prouetioa 
tor  tr.e    Beaver   ores*  .una   Brown's   Canyon  areas.      Tney   are   both 
rup-^ed   areas   that   offer  sciituae   ana    natural   beauty.      nov;ever 
I    feei   that  Alternative   G     uvuuld    be  30  re    oreferabie    tfiun  J 
In   orctectinj   the   Beaver  Cree*    ,.-ea.      i'hls   urea   is    very   Close 
to   a   iarsre   population  center  am    v iiderness    re«r«»u:a  U 
in   very   high   denr-nd.      By  Keeping   the    4,:juu   sores   south   or    the 
Kcibert  a.-Jiaatte  wild,    we   win   be   utUizinir  our  resources    -.o«t 
effectively. 


RESPONSE  ID  LETIER  59-34 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


JOAIi  «'i  11  ;C6 

OJtoo   Je  Li  o  n  1  u  o    jlvj. 

Color, Jo   jprin.J's,    Jolo.    o'jjIj 


60-35 


November  16,  1S82 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

BLH  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canyon  City,  Co.  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright, 

Please  oaks  this  letter  a  part  of  the  hearing  record. 

I  disagree  with  BLM's  decision  to  reeoanend  non- 
wilderness  status  for  the  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek 
areas.   I  feel  that  the  wilderness  benefits  of  these 
areas  far  sutweigh  any  less  protective  designation. 

The  steep  walls  and  nuaereus  side  canyons  of  Grape 
Creek  affords  aany  sppsrtunitiea  fsr  solitude.   The 
sheer  rseks  faces  and  the  variety  of  vegetation  Bake 
this  area  a  suitable  candidate  for  sur  Wilderness  Systea. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  60-35 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Sincerely, 


John  Wallace 

6985  Delnonice  Blvd. 

Colorado  Springs,  Co.  80919 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  61-37 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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Chevron  U.SA  Inc. 

700  South  Colorado  Blvd..  P.0.1 


Ricriird  T.  Hugtia 

SiaK  Analyii 

Lagulairvfl  and  Hagulaiory  ATloIrt 


I,  Denver.  CO  80201 

November   23,    1982 


HFP   -  UHderness   Amendment 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 


63-39 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

By  letter  of  June  29,  1981,  we  commented  in  the  the  issue  identification 
stage  of  the  captioned  plan  and  expressed  our  concern  that  lands  uith 
energy  and  mineral  potential  be  managed  with  minimum  restriction  on 
exploration  and  development.   In  that  letter,  we  specifically  noted  the 
potential  of  the  Lover  Grape  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek  WSAs. 

At  this  date,  we  are  concerned  with  your  preliminary  recommendation  that 
17,000  acres  of  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  be  designated  as  wilderness.   Seismic 
Information  in  this  area  indicates  significant  potential  for  production  of 
oil  and  gas.   We  fear  that  your  wilderness  recommendation  will  inhibit 
industry's  ability  to  make  a  more  detailed  examination  and  determine  what 
resources  exist.   We  encourage  you  to  reconsider  this  preliminary  recommen- 
dation. 


Very  truly  yours, 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  62-38 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  63-39 

Response  1 

A  mineral  and  oil  and  gas  survey  of 
the  Beaver  Creek  WSA  was  done  by  BLM, 
U.S.  Geological  Survey,  and  Bureau  of 
Mines  personnel.     This  resulted  in  a 
determination  that  there  is  zero 
potential  for  oil  and  gas  resources 
because  the  area  is  underlain  almost 
entirely  by  Precambrian  igneous  and 
metamorphic  rock.     There  are  no  oil 
nor  gas  leases  in  or  near  the  WSA.     In 
addition  no  data  has  been  submitted 
since  publication  of  the  DEIS,  which 
indicates  that  there  is  potential  for 
oil  and  gas  in  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA. 


RTH/cgf 
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Caniral  Region  -  Exploration.  Land  and  Produchon 


Atlantic  chflekiComptny  555  Seventeenth  Street 
Denver.  Colorado  80217 
Telephone  303  575  7577 

J.  R.  Mitchell 

Public  Lands  Coordinator 


^64-40 


November    22,    1982 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  64-40 


Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Re:   Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Plan  Amendment/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Colorado 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
the  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Plan  Amendment. 

We  support  BLM's  recommendations  of  nonwilderness  for 
the  Mclntyre  Hills,  Lower/Upper  Grape  Creek,  and  San 
Luis  Hills  Wilderness  Study  Areas  due  to  the  fact 
that  these  areas  harbor  mineral  potential.   We  have 


no  conflicts  with  the  wilderness  recommendations  of 
Beaver  Creek  and  Sand  Castle  WSA's  due  to  their  lack 
of  mineral  potential.   With  regard  to  Brown's  Canyon, 
this  area  has  some  potential  for  hard  rock  minerals, 
and  while  we  have  no  immediate  interest  in  this  WSA, 
it  is  possible  that  the  economic  situation  could 
change  in  the  future  in  which  case  it  would  be  better 
to  have  the  area  remain  in  a  multiple  use 
classification. 


We  endorse  the  concept  of  a  thorough  analysis  of  the 
resource  values  existing  on  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
order  to  determine  what  the  priorities  are. 
Obviously,  tradeoffs  are  necessary  when  there  are 
conflicting  resource  values.   Tradeoffs  considered 
would  include  opportunities  and  restrictions  for 
access  to  minerals  and  the  relative  value  of  each 
conflicting  resource  before  recommendations  are  made 
for  wilderness  designation.   Energy  and  mineral 
resources  must  play  a  major  role  in  wilderness 
decisions.   It  is  essential  that  the  exploration  for 
and  development  of  these  resources  be  provided  for  by 
opening  or  maintaining  access  to  areas  which  may 
contain  these  values.   Areas  identified  as  having 
mineral  resource  potential,  such  as  the  above 


Response  1 

Mineral  resource  investigations  of  the 
Browns  Canyon  WSA  by  ELM,  U.S. 
Geological  Survey,  and  Bureau  of  Mines 
personnel  resulted  in  a  low  potential 
determination  for  this  area.     This 
determination  was  based  on  an 
extensive  literature  review,  field 
investigations,  site  sampling,  and 
reconnaissance  gecchemical  evaluation, 
which  in  all  cases  identified  low 
resource  potential  for  minerals.    The 
one  exception  to  this  determination  is 
a  perlite  deposit  situated  on  the 
extreme  north  end  of  the  WSA.    This 
resource  has  a  measured  reserve  of 
540,000  short  tons  and  an  inferred 
reserve  of  2.5  million  short  tons  of 
which  30  percent  is  situated  within 
the  WSA.    This  deposit,  although 
potentially  viable,  is  small  in 
comparison  to  producing  perlite 
mines.    The  currently  producing 
Rosita,  Colorado,  perlite  deposit  has 
a  reserve  of  20  million  tons  in  1956. 
No  known  interest  in  development  of 
this  perlite  resource  from  the  WSA  has 
been  expressed. 


64-40 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 
November  22,  1982 
Page  2 

mentioned  WSA's  contained  in  the  Canon  City  District 
Plan  Amendment,  should  remain  open  to  mineral 
activities. 

in  conclusion,  we  support  the  Bureau's  nonwilderness 
recommendations  as  outlined  in  the  Draft  EIS.   Given 
the  mineral  potential  existing  in  these  WSA  s,  it  is 
important  that  the  BLM  keep  its  preliminary 
recommendations  in  tact  when  making  the  final 
recommendations  on  these  areas. 

Sincerely, 

r-  T\-     ,  rAcO  (U  i( 

-A.  R.  Mitchell 
CMM:drm 
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65-41 


November  22,  1982 


Suzanne  H.  Kaempfer 
997  B.  Roxwood  Lane 
Boulder,  CO   80303 

Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Roval  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canyon  City,  CO   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

Please  add  the  following  comments  to  the  hearing  record  for  the 
Canyon  City  BLM  Wilderness  recommendations: 

1)  Beaver  Creek-  I  support  Alternative  C ,  but  oppose  preferred 
Alterna  tive  D. 

2)  Brown ' s  Canyon-  I  support  wilderness  designation  for  this 
area,  especially  since  the  terrain  is  too  rugged  to  make 
resource  exploitation  worthwhile. 

3)  Sand  Castle-  I  support  wilderness  designation  for  this  area 
as  it  will  round  out  Great  band  Dunes  N.M. 

4)  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek-  I  oppose  BLM's  non-wilderness 
recommendation  since  in  the  DEIS  wilderness  benefits  were 
ignored  in  favor  of  resource  development  with  poor  economic 
potential . 

5 )  San  Luis  Hills-  I  favor  wilderness  designation  for  this  area 
minus  the  heavily  mineralized  NE  section  deleted  in  Alternatives 
C  and  D. 

6)  Mclntyre  Hills-  I  concur  with  non-wilderness  designation  for 
this  area. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  express  my  views. 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne  H.  Kaempfer 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  65-41 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  66-42 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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i  /town   a  t'uint/on  J   only  ,'tnou  f/Lom   an   exoJj.Jn.n   an  ft  LftLp   iiteJte 
In    7?-"  1     id.    .Aid  ususiue.  tuinuon  ceAeA,ue4   nnot   cJ.Jx>n,    i  >t   c<    i    m&s.-nA 
jjrwJtule.   i*l    a  6  tAL\aeAfi&&&* 

'/'■->&  r;co>;--i*Lxsd  nexLVeJi  Cn&ek  ansa  J*  cCoacji.  t-Q  nopu'ction 
PAOA6UMU  iJmn  revolt  AC  J~6  needed  In  wJJ.deJWJLAA  e^necinJ-.ta.^  J 
haven't  hjj*ed  In  *Juejte,  fen.  AO/ne.  iJnxe  ■  ul.  asxloU,  it  favoAnt-fa 
and  j  t'tnciii  it  -La  popiiCftA.  fjQ a  A-rcAJPniJ-cn,  1-Ajuing.  -we.  .  nanZcm 
fxtm/cn  Aoad  and  L'e  v-ieio  fJion.  \Jpp/e.  i-tn.  rjlue.  Acme  Jmpn-eAAJjDnA 
of  '-'i-La  Ae-ciJjon  and  J  t>>au.fd  tjji.e  to  A*-e  the  what*.  unJj.  aA 
b'.iXc'eJine^A. 

Ti-.e.  oiJiejt  USA' A  oajb.  .((?^6-!-,noi»n   to   me.,    ''id.   the  AmaJj.   fJL&A 
neon.  £/;■&  Sand  i.ane-A  and  noA-in    of  td.eyte  ccu.td   ■  e   eriALia,  AtJpned 
in  aA  Lxidi.eJineAA,    J  Anou-"d  j'/'.inJt.    f  i.e.  J«/l  L<lLa  /iJ.' ca,     ■oth 
no/iJA  and  aouJJi  of  /loute.    He,    ane.  natken.  (Ji  ■  ejienJl    •at  J   cnlve. 
Pf£  now  and  tiien,    JfioJ.tuLLnef  I  ;au,  anrl  ,/u-fy*     1982  and  J    LiAe.  ii-J-A 
onen,    usL>woJfed  Amnion.    I  /'lLa  u*ou.£ti  Aej?m  Jo   C&  the  Jjjne,  to 
!->Aotxt,ct    i.'.cAe  aJt-exiA,    aA  we-CJ.   a.A   h.<-Ln  i  en'- A  JnoJ.nriLnc!  the,  /\Jc 
'  Anode*    '.OAr/e.  aod  even   ie.il  &n,t    I'-i-e,  ■■  oan-tnJn.. 

lejUapA  iJie^e  unJd-A  aAe.  not  Aiu.tal.Le.    -id.   'J    vot.e   fo/t  aA 
nuicJ.   h)LLd eJine^A  oa  J^>    nAncldcaJL.    t  hejue.  -La  too   nuicn   "  A&Aomice. 
djW&Com-Cfit1'   10W  and  JUL  haA  dc/.tnaed  .too  much  of.  ouji  couni 'au. 

hoping,  to  heoA.  of   --oujl  clecJ.AJ.nn.  tx>  AixnpoAi  wJ.0 ' esuz&AA . 
J    cm, 

Mnc-CJteJy., 


XACUNCUs  C    CctUJUt- 


coAe.  JMcLuce. 


I.'lU, 


e-'Xeji  -ul    '/etui.   nGOAAflC   A&co 


All. 


F.  Martin  Brown 
6715  South  Markshellel  Road 
Colorado  Springs,  CO  8091 1 
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23     Hovsiioer     l?t)2 


:.r  Jack  Albright 

bureau  of  Land  .lsnogn  ant 

■toyni  ilorge  resource  ..rea 

P.L-,dox  1U70 

U£n;'on  City,   CO  61212 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  67-^3 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Jt-'Y  i.r  .ilbrifht; 

v£  Lapln  of   the  jtato    -nvironnental  f-;roup  luis 
askea  me  to   rfrittt  to  you  abo'it  my  knowl 'tifj3  of  the   "iand  L^stls" 
(   GO-obo-1^5)  proposea  ^6A.     I  h^ve  w.indsred  Aver  Uie  aroa  west 
of  th'i  Jrc»t  i«nd  Junes  national  Uonumtmt  for  8ai.o  years,   in  fact 
my  firot  visit  to  the  prea  in  Ron-srai  wan  in  prs-tioir.un'iit.  days 
wii'Jti  i  rode  witi,   r  pack-animai  from   th«   i'rinchnra  ranch  h^:u5e   vc> 
tru  dunes   ana  camped  near  the  prz^ent  bite  of  Wia  liicnic  Grovu 
n  of  headquarters. 

For  ij-6  years   i  hrve  bson  building  an  insect  col- 
lection for  Lha  monument  and  acting  ofl   a  source  of  nfitural  history 
information  to   Uie  i-:ark  people.      1  kno-.J  the  three  small  biOCfcS  of 
l?nd  i:.  Al.imosa  County  quite  intimately,    '-he  little  one  in  Ca^u;_ch:: 
I've  viaitftu  but  once,   car  more  important  U.an  uriy  of  tiiose  is   the 
two  sect  ons  (,   or  tvjo  h::lf-sections    J  nortn  W»u  aoutii  of  the  Inuian 
Jpring.   it  is  imperative  tliat  that  sprin-"  be  preserved.  At  prassnt 
cattle  are  foulin;;  it  and  it  is  rapidly  deteriorating,   it.  has  chiinred 
in  thy  years  I've  Ktiou  it. 

nil  of  Lhn  region  is   interesting  to  a  naturalist  as 
a  very  tonder  ecological  niche    .jhere  the  f^rs^ses,   prim-rrily  Indian 
.cice  Crass**,   are  battleinp;  the  sand  sn-a  wind,   in  n  few  Bputti    Uia 
grrsses    sre  holding  their  own,   in  oth  r     the  wind  nnd  s;.nd  i:;  v.lnnin;-. 
t%  long-t-mj   stud;/  of  this  battle  should  be  maae.    rhe  stabilization 
of  these  dunes    .->nd  sandflats  is  ill-knovn.   jome  rather  rare  animal, 
mo.i  tly  insects,   inhabit  th«i«  None  of  tnese  is  either  endai.tjaraa  or 
threatened^ so  loiify  as    the  Jand  wjnes  iiat'l  hon.  persists,   nov/'jver, 
i  hsv2  seen  a  goodly  block  of  «he  dunes  couritry  deleted  from  the 
fionunent  through  Congcssional  action   -ind  giv  ill   to  the  "jtate  to  bo 
lcastod  to  runchjrs.    xh-^.t  is  hew  we  lost    ,hu   inuian  .jprlfig. 

i  suppose  the  beetle  CicinQelxa  theatina  .totj.er 
cu^ld  bo  used  qja  hcok  on    .ihich   to  hang  a  pica  to  pr:3jrve  the 
areas  noted,     .s;,Bciau.ly  the  larger  cno  in  sections  2  ?no  lj.    xhe 
others   are  too  small  to   support  he  i  hy  bre -.'CiinG  populajfions  of 
almost  anjrthi:i(j»  11  w  bu-terfly,   Cercyonis  meadi  alanosa   ^mci  -± 
■•Mmel  once  on  the   endanrerod  list  but  sine  2  r-moved  is  founa  in 
trie  aria.      JurrentLy  a  track  runs   through  the  area  r*:iati  ij  used 
by  anyone  visitinr  tlie  Indian  ->fring  from  the  east,   it  j-jora;3  to 
do  no  real  harm  ^ince  the  i/Lnds   fill    it  njr»ttv  r-»'*;i  1  "■•'  ■-. 
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nS  mot!  as   i  liko   !,■■  .;ee   l'r.o  pi-ot-jcted  from  iiX|iloil'jtion, 
j.  c^n  s",e  no  good  reason   &.r  S'jttin;'  aside   such  small  areas,   ic   taesa 
bits   are  Rnimd  by  aUs,   1  hoi-»:th--t   on  y  '.ill  be  nut  miliar  tho  control 
of  tha  Iffj  and  .iraat  J-nd  Jaiiss  ..*  uioiv>l  ..onun-.irii.  .ill  urn  conta.tfio.iS 
tath  cxiatin-   .aldcmesn   srjn  of  ttu  ..onunsnt    J:at  ij   ..r.actic  i.ly  id«:-JL- 
,ol  in  all  natural   ;a,-.ture!,   -.,  ,.th  1-nd  in  Oj-0:jU-1j5.      it  is    iiiita  .  os- 
sibli  that  utiarq   -.e  nicnatlo^ic.-:!  r'sra  ins  in   tho  1  rc-jrof  thu  airos 
bxocKS  in  .-.lai-ioss   county,     han  i  (pitted  a  u'-iili  paity  in  on  a  rocon 
>s  wmw  up  snv.irnl  ni  or  oites  within   th  :   actions  involvou  -..iih   one 
Iii4ian  jpriru;.   j.t  ..oems   i.    no   nhat   tn*jse  over-nls'hti-iit'diu  encjnuncnts 
fr-  iujnti  ■  uro  near  wai.or,    but  raraiy  dir.c.Ly  at  it.   .a.,;  jprin;;  OK 
naisi   clos.s  enou,.ht  t,i  j.jctioj!  2   to  nut»;ci  tnat  a  placa  worth  iina-oombv c- 

I'iinro  also  MA-aomn  interesting  concretions  iwtwson   the  dunoi 
in  blow-outs.    .h«M  nay   .n  ce  oiu  a  rin  -a   or  narshy  grounds  in  ,<etter 
tiKiSS.      _'n  .re  rn  lots   of  runnmns  for  pro  .acting  thes  a.r.as,    nsi.'xl  as  th<sy 
ere,  but  nons  aseifl  to  me  u   be  siUier  uniiue  or  spectacular. 

Jonstiinu    ;hnn    rou  are  nasnir.-    through,   dro;.  in     no  :  j  can 
tola  ,'Lo:t   areas    that  need  protection. 

jincsreiy 


/Zyld^U/  /(j^rm^K 
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WB,  OB  08DBRSE3IBD  RBSIDHIT3  OT  FRBMCRT  COOm,  DRUB  TflB  FKBICKT  CCOm 
COWIS3IMBR3  TO  SUPPORT  WILDBRHKSS  DBSIGNAHOI  FOR  THB  BDREAD  CF  LAND  MAHAGEMKHT 
(ELM)  AREA  KETBBAST  OF  CAfiOB  CITT  — UOWI  A3  "BBAVHl  01081". 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  6&-44 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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HE,  5SB  tJHBESIGHSD  RBSCTBHTS  CP  FRDKBT  COOSTST,  UH5B  OB  FRBKHT  COTSTT 

cchhissiohbrs  to  soppcrt  hilebuibss  EBsmninaa  ra  the  buhkau  cr  labd  muugbbit 

(BLH)  ARBA  HCRTKSAST  <F  CABOT  an  —  EiCHB  AS  "BEATO  CRBSK". 
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Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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™—r5;JS.D5SSSSF  msna™  *  ramcm  rannr,  rasi  na  mot  conn 
(bui)  im  kjuhsis?  »  ctfes  cm  -non  as  wm  ciinP^  «u«w« 


K^f^f^K^^iM 


WB,   THE  UNDERSIGNED  RESIDENTS  OF  FREMONT  CCONTT,   URGE  THE  FREMOHT  CODHTT* 
COKKIS3I0HSRS  TO  SUPPORT  WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION  FOR  THE  BOREAO  OP  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
(BLM)  AREA  NORTHEAST  OF  CASON  CITT  —KNOW  AS   LEAVER  CREEE". 
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¥>u.rehu.  oF/Lfcnd  ,MSr5«iems«C 

TaTox.  mo 

Cfli>^'u?rft6  on. -£k«- yAaft  /OtloerneM  criuiHorunorflsL'Jmpsct' 
■^tdUmenk)  aiitmak'uei  }<rr  aejjattstb'en.  oTtke.  ItiUemea 

iW«\  area^  (^y^'rt-"Bie-"'KoMaL(3ff?'ie-/)  Paawacke,  and  <?an_- 
/au5  "planriirtfl  uniii  o?-ctfi:e- (_  an-<M   CSuTljtwsk, CeUtewa; 

Ztki.  rrLanjj  fltturj  j  J-  moved  to  ColoKado  /ured    kq 
IK4<otl6  o? -tttErststei  Outdoor  keaufaj  and  ibi\&emev>  otWnuntvCei . 
~~X-  XJ&k  &  iUcc  fi&ect  urkanizak  (nOfin  eaten. up  [£ijU  S^ea6 


trc  \\m<tA)uA$  m  miiei  Brmni  -the,  SktAt*  Cit'co ,  Fnak/rta 
ea^y  einzce^ip  ftestSJLa.rtd.  ^eae^ina  naturaL  aveai  tfik.- 
fjZSsh*  (rnpoWikle,. 

"~ptin.ce.  maxna  ricn>.-~j_.  haoe-  enj&t<«d  C.MoXadoi  cper^- 
6pac£-  even-  mort^tkan-J-  (maoinra."  '{{TVria  3nd  0>i°«  -County 
ila'ina  Ln-{ke±<L.Sreab  h*6  6\wm_  me,ihe-  a>teat  beauty  ,"pface-~ 
^uine**  zuiA-iWrer  di"  OildemeH  {o  Jte^Ecre.-persperave-ftfL- 
iiV^kdaw  and  urpau-'p/toWemi .    [J  kavtmet  martufeople- 
0-l.  (..  oTokado  &ho  jfd,8*^[  do  <irtj  kaiK,  oe^ofSa  (Mmrnrc'fc- 
rrant  ■tjj-p/t.eierva-k'OTi.oh  ate  uH'Iden-L&ss  vsiux*  -^kat u>t. ikare . 

^DW-tJte  ueari  ^L  haoe- tiriVT-caeo  rrtt'riftta  ,"p'mbercutt'no  , 
£nd  other  cL&eCopment  irrtef**bs  QJoJctailij  de<>OTAr  huae^ 
Chunki  oF  Our  Remain .'riQ  u*tlderne«,  k&rrtaod-.   UneSL.  deotl  | 
-^heit  i^And*  £3nrce<xr-K.>«otirred  {z>  tkevrVhaaile- 3nd 
-"ptorm'-t'iK- WautM.    A)"o  ffth&r  CcniempirfBn<  t'i*<Jt-  Cwtemi 
rni-rrnrre.  tflSrtT^ii'S  oeteri'ors'a.'ert,-  drour  i&tMHtaBi  •  fviuwnt 
l_Q_&  [n-in.-ih.e-  au-atik.  of  our  iuixs  ft  at  6talce_  <W  X 
prf.eot-that  "pcfdwvatj'orL.  w  itu'4  QuaLhu  it,  L^AkJyti*niim>  YaT. 


J, 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  70-46 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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^3-  ftaue-  K^aJ  -tke-~P>ta5-t  £xviKorLrrtentaL5iTtfact 
^fbtemerct  -Sor{.n£-  u*'ld<--rn.e*5  itucL  &<T>a>>  of  thiL.  Lcnon— 
d.'tu  U'ithj'i-t  jnj  kaoe.  attended  tteartnin.  oa/tktt*.  i*mi-~ 
^3nd6.  ~%  LCroulA  JL'ltfto  6tf.k£4«4ke.-teicokt6  It   kaoe_ 
cl(>H.io(€d  tkiit  Confc'dWrta -{ke  alt&i7Tsti\>t._phopo5at  4  ^crT 
-th-«*e  3-reav  "  KfqarcL'rui  ipeaTtb.  urut6  : 

$hoUm-i  C^n^orrirro.  OoZ)  [^   (L&raeSL  unbuckej  L-, 
(TWrwna  3aJ  otksr  ^eietofraent .  ^ftcSirs  ottEcJoM- ckaMari^i 
3t  atTXeveli   3nJ  lS  tTirme_-(:o  rnsny  <A'J2J  pLantard  Stu'mai — 
^>p«t<'e6.  Xt'rteot- and  aKa^rwyc^enti'aLaff^a^f'n.^riiK'esnt 
in.  Cont>ta4t  "to  KecwaK'wzaL  3nJ  u>tlclera£*4Potertti'aCje*pect'aM« 
isL\li.e£rS  ■Ike-  arsa'i  ea*w  accewikMti  fffv'jrontllari^L. 

"permanerrt  L*>rjiderrttf^  oe^ibrtatiorT^-  t>f  P/tor^^n-^  C.a^mi, 

Uffer  arJ  J-OLCrer  (>Rafe-C.Kef k,  6t«4 .  017  *4Wt)  io  - 

ariher--pte4ent  j"^  tKe  Corntinabsn-  of  Seeneru,  ficoSustemij 
'  rieotogi'c.^IXTrSo'otli  ,  ki'-skan'cai  Kkatu.rebl  and  opfirrtunT&ei 
Tin-  SoL'kJe-  -ttiat  U«  tkmid  ke  msiUna  <-veyu  efe-t  ko  ptsiwve. 

AnJ  \&it±t.  -leatures  are  amiol; dated  tit  art  area  "tkat  l'6  €as 


A.f?cked  k^  urtan.  ColoKaoanji .    /-(ircerat  he-fcourff5   ■frum— 
in.Xi\n&(Ca<ik)  a^jtirui  k»»n=tM«t  dfm'led  tke  area'i  urJe*Mt.- 
0p3*^d*f«»f*«a«-,  »«d"Kek'oA  T)tom.  rn'runo  and /ka.:J)>tDaii  o3^S 
iJte-  urz.<5bt)w-i.i"i/e . 

t4/attr  He*ource*  *re.  too  5ca<T£^to  pe-at  v/aiu^-j  axau'na 
$ni  -k-mker-Cuttcrio-p0t.enti'aL  C5  li'm.-Lfd  h>  ihed -{ftm_Mni 
-{j^at  are-  kea^'lti  onn<>e<''?h.ed  bHfke  (.'Wte«>«<ii,We,iZoM  tka-FcJe-vet. 
Olmeni  oT &h3ft.  Chju\l  iOtiulActuiL  .    /H&rtMCtrtettk  fJtoWecrti 
"-uo^ed  W<  irtkoli'iras  TouXd  be  iolvxd  pm  enctu3»'rH»4k.e«.  a-rea^, 
fkotrC  tkt  $LiQz*-Un\ie-cnti'>  d«6<jri3fionJ  kuttrte  ercti'hi Uttft 
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Denver,  Colorado 
Mov.  2%  1982 


Dear  Mr.  Albright, 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  opinion  on  the  Canon  City  Wilderness 
proposals.  I  ask  that  ray  comments  b?.  wade  part  of  the  official  hearing 
record. 

i'irst  of  all,  I  convnend  the  Bureau  of  T.and  Management  for  a  "fell 
written  en vir omental  impact  statement.  It  is  easy  to  read  and  understand 
to  the  average  person.  The  charts  in  Chapter  4  -ere  particularly  helpful. 

I  do  not,  however,  agree  with  the  BLM's  recommendations.  Only 
25,25?  acres  are  recommended  for  wilderness  designation  out  of  a  possible 
57,610  acres.  Colorado  needs  more  wilderness  now.  The  demand  for  solitude, 
primitive  recreation  and  the  chance  to  visit  a  totally  natural  environment 
continues  to  rise  rapidly  as  more  and  more  people  seek  temporary  relief 
from  the  pressures  of  big  city  life.  Also,  many  people  come  from  outside 
of  Colorado  each  year  to  visit  our  pristine  areas.  Jn  doing  so,  they  spend 
millions  of  dollars,  thus  providing  a  big  boost  to  the  state's  economy  in 
a  safe,  clean  and  environmentally  sound  manner.  Once  the  present  crop  of 
BLM  and  Forest  Service  wilderness  study  and  further  planning  areas  are 
dealt  with,  there  will  be  no  further  opportunity  to  designate  any  more 
wilderness  in  Colorado,  in  spite  of  the  incresing  demand.  :e  therefore  need 
to  act  now  to  preserve  the  state's  few  remaining  primitive  roadless  areas. 

Specifically,  I  agree  with  the  BLK's  recommendations  for  Sand  Castle 
and  Brown's  Canyon.  These  two  WSAs  are  excellent  wilderness  candidates  since 
they  have  few  incompatible  uses  or  potential  conflicts.  I  believe  Alternative 
C  is  better  for  Beaver  Creek,  since  there  is  no  need  to  eliminate  the  4,000 
acres  south  of  Holbert  Drainage.  The  potential  conflicts  have  already 
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Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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been  eliminated  by  removing  5,400  acres  near  the  :.£A  boundary  from 
wilderness  consideration. 

I  believe  that  Alternatives  C  are  more  appropriate  for  both  Upper 
and  Lower  Grape  Creek.  Both  areas  have  high  wilderness  characteristics 
and  low  mineral  potential.  The  intensive  forest  management  planned  for 
both  units  is  better  suited  for  Mclntyre  Kills.  Designating  Upper  Grape 
Creek  "would  add  to  the  geographic  distribution  of  wilderness  areas  in 
the  kegion" .  (p.  71) 

.'■-clntyre  Hills  is  perhaps  best  suited  for  timber  management  to 
provide  fuelwood  for  residents  of  the  surrounding  area.  Jan  Luis  Mills, 
with  its  high  motor  vehicle  use,  is  similarly  best  suited  to  be  non- 
wilderness. 

Eut  I  do  feel  that  we  need  more  wilderness.  Thus  I  ask  the  BLM  to 
revise  the  recommendations  to  include  matt   of  Upper  and  Lower  Crape 
Creek  and  an  additional  3,750  acres  in  Beaver  Creek  in  wilderness. 
Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely^ 

Rocky  Smith 
1030  Pearl  .,9 
Denver,   Colo  80203 


Mrs.  Dorothy  V.  Gomaer 

3*20  Leeds  Lane 

Color**!  Springs,  CO    80967 


w 


Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.u.  Box  1470 
Canyon  City,  Colo.    81212 


e  'JSps  i98i 


U-2J-32 
I  3up£_prt  wilderness  designation  for:  1. ^  Spawn's  C<Jn-~- 
yon,  6,614  acres.  Its  ru^gedness  rules  out  deveic-metiw  as  ecoa^ 
onically  unfeasible,  i.;  Sand  Castle.  l,6ult  acres,  sjiWe  it  bui'»«», 
ders  on  the  Great  oand  lAines  Nat'l  Monument.  3'V2j3g^er  CreeH'.  J*» 
25,900  acres.  This  would  provide  more  logical  boundaries  to  "'■q^ 
tect  geological  formations  and  a  more  complete  ecosystem,  k.  )3an 
Luis  Hills,  7,V+0  acres.  $.)  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek,  20,000 
acres.     This  is  raptor  habitat,   and  home  for»-mountain  lions  and 

bears.     According  to  the   Joker  mineral  study,   the  area  has  insig- 
nificant economic  potential. 

Economic  development  of  these  areas  de-rives  about  95,* 
of  the  public  of  the  use  of  their  primary  characteristic-wilder- 
ness— which  in  itself  has  multiple  uses:  watershed,   rare  ecosys- 
tems,  hunting,  wildlife  habitat.     These  wilderness  ecosystems 
are  represented  sparsley,   if  at  all,   in  the  IMPS,   and  the  last 
of  their  tyne   that  can  yet  be  "reserved  in  Colo. 


lespectfully  submitted  for  thejiearing  record. 

/I 


■  Mrs.  Dorothy  V.  Gumaer 

.1620  Leeds  Line 

Colorado  Springs,  CO    80907 


''lAvrMf  "VkJm 


tn^^tm^i 
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ideal  Basic  Industries    ^  *%      E°  A 
Cement Division  f   Oa9v 

Ideal  Pla?a-950  17th  Street 

P  0   Box  B789 

Denver.  Colorado  80201 


CERTIFIED  MAIL  P211102354 
November  30,  1982 


IDEAL 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.  0.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO       81212 

Re:     Proposed  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  Area 

Dear  Mr.  Albright, 

Enclosed  for  your  review,  please  find  our  comment  paper  on  the  draft 
environmental   Impact  statement  for  the  Canon  City  District 
Wilderness  Planning  Amendment  published  by  your  agency. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  conment  on  the  proposed  wilderness 
designation  Impacts.     Our  concerns  are  relative  to  the  Beaver  Creek 
Wilderness  Study  Area  and  we  request  your  further  consideration  of 
a1r/no1se-related  Issues  during  the  review. 

Sincerely, 

IDEAL  BASIC  INDUSTRIES 
CEMENT  DIVISION 

Harlan  W.  Powledge 

Director,  Environmental  Quality 

MD/nm 

Enclosure 


IDEAL  BASIC  INDUSTRIES,  CEMENT  DIVISION 
COMMENT  ON  PROPOSED  BEAVER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  AREA 

The  Cement  Division  of  Ideal  Basic  Industries  has  made  a  review  of 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Canon  City 
District  Management  Framework  Plan  Wilderness  Amendment  and  wishes 
to  provide  comment  1n  oposltion  to  any  wilderness  designation  of  the 
Beaver  Creek  study  area  (WSA  016).  Ideal  has  no  property  within  nor 
contiguous  to  WSA  016,  however  there  exists  a  potential  for  a 
wilderness  designation  to  adversely  Impact  current  operations  and 
possible  future  expansion  at  our  cement  manufacturing  facility  at 
Portland  1n  Fremont  County. 


73-50 


Although,  as  pointed  out  1n  the  DEIS  that  air  quality 
reclassification  Is  the  prerogative  of  the  state,  designation  of  a 
wilderness  area  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLMPA)  Increases  the  potential  for  that  areas  assignment  to  a  Class 
I  air  quality  region  as  provided  for  in  the  Prevention  of 
Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
(CAA).  The  Class  I  criteria  are  designed  to  protect  pristine  areas 
of  the  country  such  as  national  parks  and  wilderness  areas.  Hence 
both  acts  (FLPMA  &  CAA)  respond  to  the  administrative  requirements 
of  the  Wilderness  Act  for  establishing  a  management  principal  of 
nondegradatlon  of  the  environment  in  wilderness  areas,  of  which  air 
is  an  Integral  part.  Therefore,  1n  addressing  the  potential  impacts 
of  wilderness  designation,  the  air  quality  ramifications  should  be 
more  thoroughly  addressed  in  the  review. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  72r-50 
Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  entire  Beaver 
Creek  WSA  is  presently  designated 
Class  II  under  the  Federal  Clean  Air 
Act.  The  designation  of  an  area  as 
wilderness  does  not  change  the  air 
quality  standards  for  that  area.  A 
recarnendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.  The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  reconmend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  reconmendations  .  . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 

prerogative  of  the  states " 

Such  a  decision  would  be  Tnade  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  air  quality  standards  and 
the  potential  for  redesignation  is 
independent  of  wilderness  status. 


5-70 


IDEAL  BASIC  INDUSTRIES,  CEMENT  DIVISION 

COMMENT  ON  PROPOSED  BEAVER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  AREA 
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The  DEIS  failed  to  provide  any  information  about  air  quality  of  the 
southern  portion  of  the  USA  nor  any  preliminary  comment  as  to  the 
state's  anticipated  position  on  the  ^designation  issue.  The  DEIS 
did  note  that  'evidences  of  man  outside  the  WSA  (primarily  to  the 
south),  can  be  seen'  from  the  area,  but  more  specifically,  the 
Arkansas  River  Valley  with  haze  lingering  above  Florence  and  Canon 
City  (where  the  secondary  particulate  standard  is  currently  being 
violated),  cold  weather  vapor  plumes  from  our  operations  and  the 
sites  of  other  industries  are  visible  from  the  area.  Not  only  can 
industry  be  seen,  but  persistent  blasting  noise  from  quarrying 
activity  in  the  vicinity  of  Table  Mountain  is  clearly  audible  from 
proposed  wilderness  areas  within  WSA  016. 


An  evaluation  of  these  aspects  would  reveal  existing  conflicts  with 
the  spirit  of  solitude  associated  with  a  true  wilderness 
experience.  However,  1t  was  established  in  the  DEIS  that  present 
recreational  use  patterns  in  the  WSA  are  anticipated  not  to  differ 
significantly  under  the  non-w1lderness  alternative.  The  paramount 
mining  threat  to  landscapes,  which  wilderness  designation  pursuit  is 
often  in  protective  response  to,  is  essentially  nonexistent  with  'no 
known  significant  resources'  in  the  WSA.  Ideal  feels  these  facts  are 
indicative  of  the  Inappropriateness  of  any  wilderness  designation  of 
this  property.  We  therefore  contend  that  Alternative  B,  with  the 


IDEAL  BASIC  INDUSTRIES,  CEMENT  DIVISION 

COMMENT  ON  PROPOSED  BEAVER  CREEK  WILDERNESS  AREA 
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majority  of  the  area  managed  under  primitive  Recreation  Opportunity 
Spectrum  criteria,  is  the  most  suitable  management  program  for  WSA 
016.  Under  this  alternative,  without  losing  any  real  preservative 
maintenance,  air  and  noise  Issues  and  their  economic  impact  on 
industries  surrounding  the  area,  would  remain  prudently  Independent 
of  the  optimum  land  use  management  of  this  particular  area. 


DeMouth/nm 


3171A 
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1    fdfeter 
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■momeil  engineering  associates,  inc. 

1617   N.   CIRCLE   DRIVE  •  COLORADO  SPRINGS.  CO  80909  •  303  374-2127 
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November  23  ,  1 4fCJ 


Mr.  Jeok  Albrioht,  Project  Hinigir 

Euittu  of  Lend  H*mgiaint 

Royal  Gorge  Riiourm  Acti 

P.O.  Box  1 470 

Canon  City.  Colorado  81212 

Di»r  Mt .  A  I br  i  cht  : 

On  Thursday.  Nefiabar  It.  the  Colorado  Springs  "Cutttt 
Telegraph"  published  an  article  entitled  "Officials  Fear  Cleanup 
Costs  at  power  Plant".    Ths  point  being  nlnd  had  to  do  with  the 
nioiiiity  of  Class  I  versus  Class  II  air  quality  designations. 

Ths  artiale  aroused  my  interest  and  1  obtained  a  copy  of   ths 
draft  EIS  from  ths  PPACC  offioss.    I  oould  sea  no  mention  of  any 
itaoiphtrlo  dispersion  modelling  to  address  to  what  i«Unt   the  R  D  . 
Nis on  plant  expansion  would  affect  air  quality 

Our  engineering  firm  has  per ( ormod  suoh  analyses  for  the  Texas 
Air  Control  Board,  and  are  disaueelng  dispersion  and  visibility 
modelling  with  the  BLM  Cheyenne  office  for  the  Powder  River  basin. 
Is  thii  a  nrvlot  your  office  would  need* 

Secondly,  the  oontrol  technology  of  wet  focubbing  is  oertainly 
not  the  only  alternate.  Fluidiied  bed  boilers  with  limestone  could 
provide  dry  scrubbing  Alternately,  a  phystoally  beneflolatad  coal 
supply  oould  be  much  lower  in  ash  and  sulfur.  Wo  are  ourrently 
discussing  the  economics  and  technology  of  suoh  bene f i o i a t i on  with  a 
major  Colorado  ooal  producer  who  is  curious  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
market  for  coal  essentially  free  of  ash,  eulfur  and  moisture 

We  would  appreciate  any  direction  you  oould  offer  us  in 
pursuing  our  services.    If  you  need  a  reference  on  the  quality  of 
cur  company,  Mr.  Ralph  Marker,  Chief,  Bivision  of  Soientifio  3y ■ t  ems 
Development  of  BLM  In  Denver  will  be  glad  to  talk  with  you. 

Yours  truly, 


Rober  t  D   Andrew 

Senior  Project  Engineer 
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Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.    The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.     A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 

If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.    The 
BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  •   • 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.   .   .   ." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of  the 
wilderness  status  of  the  area  and 
atmospheric  dispersion  modeling  is  not 
needed  in  this  EIS. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  75-53 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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RESPONSE  ID  LETTER  76-54 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  77-55 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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140  South  Lafavette  Street 
Denver,  Colorado   802  09 
t.'ovember  30  %    1QR2 

Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  Citv,  Colorado   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

We  are  writing  to  you  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness  Studv  Area 
(CO-050-016) . 


While  wewaretjlad  t 
D,  Partial  Wildern 
Alternative  C,  P 
C  would  have  elimi 
wilderness  desiana 
man ane able  wildern 
conflict  with  recr 
the  other  hand,  we 
elimination  of  4,0 
our  opinion  the  pr 
destrovinn  this  na 


o  see  that  the  BLM  recommended  Alternative 
ess  Designation  II,  we  would  have  preferred 
tial  Wilderness  Designation  I.   Alternative 
natedalmost  5,000  acres  from  the  all- 
tion,  Alternative  A,  to  make  a  more 
eaa  area  and  to  eliminate  a  resource 
cation .   This  seems  very  sensible.   On 

are  opposed  to  Alternative  D's  additions] 
00  acren  in  the  Holbert  drainage.   In 
oposed  firewood  harvest  does  not  justify 
tura.t  and  undisturbed  wilderness  area. 


Ple.i.ie  add  this  letter  to  the  comments,  indicating  that 
support  Alternative  D,  hut  would  prefer  Alternative  C. 


Sincerely, 
Alan  B.  Lilly 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  78-56 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Margaret  Leavitt 


Senator  Garv  Hart 
Senator  William  Armstrong 
Representative  Patricia  Schroeder 
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11/22/62 


Mr.  Jack  Albright, 

Bureau  of  Land  Manac,Erent 

Royal  Jorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  H*70 

Canyon   City,    CD 

81212 


Dear   Mr.    Albright, 

Please   include    the   following   letter   in   the  Hearing  Record 
(public   record)    far   recommended  wilderness' areas. 

After   reading    the   draft    environmental    impact   statement 
Pit    the   Cannn  City   district,    anh   several  other   documents 
pertaining    to    this   district,    I    have   felt   the   need   to    express 
my    ipinion   abnut    the    areas    that   have    been    recommended    fir 
wilderness   designation.      Specifically,    I    would   like    to 
discuss    the    folliwing    areas:      Brown's   Canyon,    Mclntyre   Hills, 
Upper   and   Li war   Grape  Creek,    Beaver  Creek,    Sand  Castle,    and 
5an    Luis   hills. 


#1)  Brown's  Canynn.  The  SU'1  shiuld  nrrr 
6,514  acres  if  the  Brown's  Condon  area  be  design; 
wilCarness  ar2a,  with  the  exception  if  the  Ruby  ! 
to  the  north  t$ut\  Mountain  ai-eacy  has  too  much 
urje  to  receive  wilderness  designation).  Brown's 
be  consicertid  jointly  with  the  c0ntl3.jn.ue  Aspen  ! 
Forest  Service  area,  in  spite  if  the  fact  that  ni 
roads  have  recently  appeared  in  tha  Agpen  RiCQ-B  ?Tta. 
ove-ii;hal ninj  opportunities  for  solituea  and  primitive- 
recreation   diminish    the    affect  J   if    =    ffiU    lui.iQer   roods 


nd    th 
et&d   a 

'■"■junta 
recre 
uanyo 


ot  all 
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The   Colorado    State   Air   Pjliutiin   Control   E/jrMtiSSign    h2S 
correctly    stated    that   the   air    in    the    croon's   Canyon    ar^a    is 
of   high   quality.      Buena   Vista   ana   Saliva,    only   1C   Tiiies   ai  ai  , 
p-ffia   no    air  pollution  p  nolens. 

The  DEIS  reports   that  "Bin-arsis   and  ores   in  tha  arte 
are  of    low   grace   and  of  subeconooic   value.      Fluorspar,    although 
moderately   plentiful   outside    the    area,    shows    up    infrequently 
within   the   arra   because  of   a   north-south   fault   between   the   USA 
and   the   outlying   area.      Extraction  of   fluorspar   is   therefore 
uneconomical.      Copper   extraction   in   the   past    from   the   Sectalia 
Mini    is    apparently    no    lonrjer    feasible.      Ubir.   .o,ol-i   hss    been 
mined   around    the   '.'SA   out    is    m;    econir.ically    Irportant   within 
the  USA.      Quartzita   and   perlite    Croaking   material)    is   not 
available    in   economical   amounts,    especially   since   tha   market 
for    these   minerals    is    limited.      There    is   no   potential   for  oil, 
gas,    or    coal    in    the:    area.      Evtn    th-u^h   5nt>,n'S    C/dnyon    lies 
■ii thin   the  Rio    Crende  Rift    zme,    the   potential    fir   reothermal 
energy    is   practically    non-tixistant.      'Jildarness    designation 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  7^-57 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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C2J 

of  Broun' s  Canyor.  wiulfi  h^-vs  m  i-p3Ct  on  mining  operations, 
sines  nine  MB  in  operation  and  ths  potential  for  future 
dsvelapraent  of  -lines  ia  ntnitwl  or  i»or,-exlst»nt. 

Ground  water  is  very  scarce  and  BOJt  drainages  in  tha 
area  are  ephmeral.  Residential  or  commercial  development 
is  therefore  highly  Improbable,  and  even  domestic  or  livestock 
watering  19  unlikely. 

Ths  USA  Is  marginal  at  best  for  livestock  forage  production 
or  grazing.   Ni  range  Improvements  are  planned  for  the  entire  area. 

This  USA  contains  only  1*79  acres  of  productive  forest 
land,  of  which  only  a  meager  65  acres  are  potentially  operable. 
I  question  the  validity  of  any  operable  forest  land  in  this  area, 
since  the  terrain  Is  very  rugged  and  steep.   The  purported  loss 
of  almost  90, 000  cirds  of  firewood  and  1,560  Mbf  of  saw  timber 
Is  very  difficult  to  helleve.  The  topography  of  the  region 
Is  simply  too  difficult  to  allow  any  significant  lumbering 
operations.  As  stated  in  the  table  on  page  59  of  the  DEIS 
there  may  be  abiut  10,000  cords  of  firewood  and  Hfi  Mbf  of 
saw-timber  available  and  89,930  cords  of  firewood  and  1,350 
Mbf  of  timber  potentially,  but  logging  this  wood  would  ha 
extremely  difficult  ano  therefore  uneconomical,  considering 
the  topography  of  the  area  and  the  difficulty  of  access  to  It. 

This  USA  supports  mule  deer,  mountain  lion,  several  species 
of  raptors,  and  a  recently  transported  herd  of  bighorn  sheep. 
It  also  supports  adequate  or  abundant  wildlife  browse,  such 
as  mountain  mahogany,  snouberry,  and  Gambel  Oak.  Uilderress 
designation  would  protect  these  resources  for  future  generations. 
The  five  spring  developments  planned  for  this  area  do  not 
conflict  with  wilderness  designation.  Furthermore,  this  bbH 
borders  tha  Arkansas  River  for  a  considerable  distance.   This 
stretch  of  river  supports  a  healthy  hrown  trout  population. 
It  is  imperative  that  this  section  of  the  Arkansas  be  free 
of  development  or  the  adverse  affects  of  development  In  the 
Brown's  Canyon  area.  Otherwise  the  trout  population  would 
suffer  and  revenues  from  fishing  licenses  as  well. 

Brnwn's  Canyin  is  within  a  five  hour  drive  of  six  major 
population  areas,  representing  over  2.5  million  people.   This 
relatively  easy  access  makea  wilderness  designation  desirable. 

Bun  tha  short-  and  long-  term  effects  on  locel  employment 
and  income  are  negligible,  if  this  area  is  designated  as  wilderness. 
The  DEIS  estimates  that  over  311,000,000  dollars  of  mineral 
extraction  would  be  necca3sary  to  affect  Chaffee  county 
employment.   As  I  stated  above,  tha  potential  for  mineral 
extractiin  is  very  low.  The  DEIS  also  states  that  wilderness 
users  would  gain  872,000  and  total  lossea  would  be  S150,000, 
if  this  area  becomes  wilderness.  This  difference  is  negligible, 
especially  since  the  figure  of  5150,000  Is  based  upon  the 
harvest  of  most  of  the  timber  and  firewood  in  the  area,  which 
I  have  already  shown  to  be  unreasonable. 
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(3) 

ifZj     Mdntyre  Hills.     I  unssrstand   that   the  BLW  has 
had   lsng    ter~   plans   rTr   timber,    rsnge,    and  DRU   use    for 
the  Mclntyro   Hills   area.      I    therefore   concur   tilth   the 
BLM'a   nrin-uiidemess   recommendation   f:>r    this   area. 

#3)     Upper   and  Lower  Grape  Creek.      The   BLM  should 
recommend   that   the   Upper   and   Lower   Grape  Creek   areas   be 
designated  as  wilderness   areas   in   their   entirety.      There 
should   be    tun    small    exceptions    to    this   however:       (a)      the 
northwest   boundary  of   Lower   Grape   Creek   should  be   drawn 
along   a   line   that   separates   Sunset  City   Gulch   drainage 
and   Goat   Park   Drainage,    so    that   the   heavily    used   Sunset   City 
Gulch   area    is   excluded   and    (b)    the    small   southeast   pirtion   of 
Upper   Grape   Creek,    where    there    are    s  lRlfl   mining   claims,    should 
be   excluded. 

Page    Five    if    the    DEIS   states    that   mn-wlldemess 
designation     >f   Lnuer   Grape   Creek   would   eliminate 
restrirtiina.   in   mineral   develipmsnt    that  would   accrue    If 
the   area  were   given  wilderness   status.      This   statsment   seems 
rather   absurd,    sinre    the   mineral   potential   of   this  USA 
is   st    low.      Tuferring    ti    the    SO*   Ciker   Minerals    Study    by 
R-tbert   Ciker,    March    12,    1932,    ua   p'n-<    that   tarite    Ln   South 
Grape   Greek    is    frii   pnr   crade    ti    be   valuable,    nost    if    the   gond 
COjJpar   pnoperts   have   alrtariy    been   patented,    if   all    the    small 
regaining   cipper   pnspects   •■■ere    revive:!    ths   possibility    fir 
erimr-ic    Sucress  uould   still    be   trargi-al   at    best,    and    that 
in  r.cntr^l    the   minerals    throughout   thc.   VSA's    *re   of   low  '_r9de. 
Uslrw   "iinir-il   dev-eloposnt   as    an    argument    S=nln3t   idlliarmos 
^ialSfiatiin    if   the.28  l^'SA's    U   un=iunc. 

Tha  BLM  is  reco-~enriinn  mn-wtlccrnass  rJealrjn^tion  if   fth*se 
arses   aacuu    in  auppasad  Isrfc  of   scuntc  valuo.       Th«ra  sauna   ts 
35    .-oriH   confusiin   about    thfl   definition    if   =   wlldvrruias   uran. 
Ths  Tiguirtirsnt.-i  for    •ilrsr-wjaa   iliiai.ysati  in   inriuds  o^tLri'in-.st , 
r.lz-.,    *n*J    ippo~tunitii-i    *or    Liolitute    B"C   primitive    and 
up,einfln*d  racreetion.     ScdRic  value,  or  panor^oi-:  viei  s, 
is     b-    no      ea^s   a  oTt-j-situ   for   an   arte   ti   be   cons.ue-Li:    "it 
■■i'.urntss   dzzign.jtio''.      These  L3A'S    a--   3-mnfl    Vie    P*w   rsmainlr.-.; 
3L"*1  pnpertius   that  ire   trultj  pristine  and  undeveloped. 
Tjgether   the   siza  of    these  USA's   exceeds   21.CG0   acres,   which 
is   certainly    large   enough   for   anyone    to    find   solitude   and 
snj-jy   primitive   rzcreation. 

The   DEIS   enphasizes    the    timber,    grazing,    hunting,    fishing, 
minerals,    and  DRV   resources    that   the   BLM  would   like    to 
devclip    in    these  USA's.      Is    thsre    any   reason   why    these    activities 
and   resnurcES    ciuld   not   be    exploited    ln   nearby   areas    th3t    do 
not  pissess  wilderness   qualities? 

As    ln   the   Bnun's   Canyon/Aspen   Ridge   areas,    there    is    a 

future   possibility    if    fining    the   Tanner   Peak   Forest    Service 
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area  with  these  L'SA's  inti  onE  wilderness  ^r£3.  The  EL'1, 
shiuld  set  a  pr^redent  by  racinmendlog  theaa  USA's  as  ulliamsss 
ar&=s,  w:th  the  p  Eonttal  fir  expans'.-in  in  the  future  by 
the  addltim  if  the  Tanner  Peak  area. 

The  DEIS  suggests  that  both  wildlife  and  Motorbike 
use  should  be  Increased.   These  activities  would  ba" 
heaviest  along  the  streare  that  runs  through  the  U5A's. 
There  appears  to  be  a  conflict  In  priorities.  Uith  wilderness 
designation  wildlife  management  would  take  precedence,  thereby 
eliminating  the  conflict. 

UU)     Beaver  Creek.   I  suppirt  wholeheartedly  Alternative  C 
in  the  DEIS,  as  reomnended  by  the  BLM.  Alternative  C  retains 
20,750  acres,  nut  if  a  possible  26,150  acres,  and  eliminates 
thrae  small  extensions  to  the  USA  where  there  is  an 
apparent  ("inflict  with  recreation.   However,  I  staunchly 
oppose  Alternative  D,  which  eliminates  UQ00  acres  south  of 
the  H-ilbert  drainage.   BLM  appears  to  prefer  Alternative  D 
because  of  thy  p-jtential  for  timber  harvests  in  the  southwest 
corner  of  this  USA.   There  are  only  177  acres  within  the  entire 
USA  that  contain  sawtinber  and  firewood,  aiueh  of  uhich  is 
siuth  of  the  Holbert  drainage  ar=a.   The  terrain  in  this 
area  is  extremely  rugged  and  steep,  -taking  lumber  cutting 
very  difficult.   The  rather  insignificant  acon-i-.ic  value 
of  timber  from  the  southwest  corner  of  the  USA  is  far  outweighed 
by  the  presence  of  habitat  for  deer,  elk,  fish,  raptors, 
mountain  lion,  and  bighorn  sheep. 

Beaver  Creek  can  be  reachsd  in  5  hours  fror  six  major 
metropolitan  areas.   It  la  important  thot  we  retain  wilde-ness 
areas  within  reesnnable  driving  distance,  so  that  3  large 
number  of  people  can  enjoy  the  benefits  that  accrue  from 
vi3iting  and  experiencing  wilderness  environments. 

The  DEIS  states  correctly  that  the  possibility  of 
mineral  development  within  the  USA  Is  minimal.   Some  fluorite 
and  manganese  is  scattered  throughout  the  area,  but  not  in 
significant  concentrations.   No  uranium  has  been  found. 
ThLre  is  m  coal,  oil,  gas,  phispriate,  or  geothermal  sources 
ln  the  area.   No  gold  has  been  founc. 

The  entire  area  Is  marginal  at  best  for  use  as  grazing 
land.   No  range  Improvements  are  planned  for  this  area. 

,     Beaver  Creek  is  one  of  the  outstanding  USA's  in  Colorado. 

The  opportunities  for  solitude  end  a  wilderness  experience         _  _, 

are  higher  here  than  in  any  other  area.   This  fart,  couplEd       5-/0 

with  the  lack  of  nineral  and  timber  resources  and  this  areas 

unsui tabllity  fir  develipment,  suggest  to  me  that  Eeaver  Creek 

shiuld  deflnately  be  recommended  as  a  wilderness  area. 
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C5) 

??5)  Sane  Castle.   I  believe  Sand  Castle,  a  tiny  arEa 
if  inly  1,644  arrea,  should  be  reCofinsneicn'  35  a  wtltisrnsss 
drea,  primarily  because  it  unuld  bE  a  valuable  addition  fl 
the  adjacent  Great  Sand  Dupes  National  Hanunmni,   Tha  DEIS 
States  that  wilderness  designation  of  this  area  woula  have 
no  impact  on  range,  forestry,  and  wildlife.  There  are  no 
kmun  mineral  deposits  in  the  area  and  little  potential 
for  discovery  of  new-deposits.   BLM  prefers  Alternative  C, 
which  eliminates  16D  acrea  from  the  USA,  because  of  a  supposed 
problem  with  management  of  this  acreage.   This  is  preposterous. 
The  additional  acreage  is  so  small  and  so  close  to  the 
main  U5A,  only  7  miles,  that  management  would  pose  no  problem 
whatsoever.   Alternative  A  should  be  adopted. 

#S)   San  Luis  Hills.   I  support  Alternative  A,  except 
that  a  small  portion  In  the  northeast  should  be  excluded 
because  of  some  mineral  activity  there.   Other  than  this 
snail  area  the  USA  contains  very  little  mineral  potential, 
as  stated  on  p.  ^6  of  the  DEI3. 

There  is  m  operable  forest  land  within  San  Luia  Hills. 

A  unique  feature  of  this  USA  is  the  fact  that  it  supports 
a  pinyon/juniper  forest  above  70GQ  feet,  where  me  usually 
finds  conifers.   This  unique  eological  situation  should  be 
preserved  for  scientific  study.   Also,  this  'jJSA  represents 
-me  if  only  two  areas  with  a  "fescue  mountain  muhly  prairie 
vegetation  classification".   Preservation  of  San  Luis  Hills 
L'ould  be  valuable  to  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
S^tem  ierause  it  would  add  an  area  with  this  classification. 

The  rangsland  in  this  area  is  marginal  and  m  range 
impnvements  ars  planned. 

For  all  the  reas  ns  stated  above,  I  believe  the  ELM 
shiuld  recommend  wilderness  designation  for  all  the  LSA's 
in  the  Canyon  City  district,  uith  the  exceptions  as  stated. 
The  total  acreage  that  is  being  considered  for  wilderness 
is  very  small  and  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  the  economic 
base  of  this  region.  T*tb  benefits  derived  from  these  areas 
uith  rcspEct  to  wilderness  experiances  are  significant. 
They  should  be  preserved. 


Sinc.erel,y,  A 

Richard  Casey,  ^pZ< 

221.5   Gr-iVB   St. 
Euulder,   CO 
BD3C2 
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November   30,    1982 


Jack  Albrl*ht 

Bureau  o^  Land   Management 

Royal  Gor«e  Resource  Area 

?.C.    Box    1^70 

Cxnon  City,  CO  81212 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  80-58 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


D»ar  Mr.  Albright t 

I  am  writlrw  to  comment  on  the  BLM  wlld*m»ss  recomae ndatlons 
In  the  Canon  City  district. 

Except  for  th-  appropriate  wilderness  recommendation  for  the 
B»aver  Cr-ek  (Alternative  C)  and  Brown's  Canyon  areas,  the 
BLM  plan  overemphasizes  timber,  mining,  ind  ORV  uses  at  the 
expanse  of  wilderness  protection  In  the  few  remaining  BLM 
roadless  areas  In  southern  Colorado. 

Specifically,  I  believe  that  stron*  wlld-rnwss  attributes 
warrant  wlld-rness  protection  for  most  of  the  Upp*r  and  Lower 
Grape  Creek  and  San  Luis  Hills  *r-t*.   Th»se  areas  have  little 
economic  value  (exeept,  perhaps,  a  small  part  of  the  San 
Luis  Hills)  but  are  rich  In  wildlife  and  oth-r  wilderness 
values. 

I  request  that  thes*  comments  be  Included  in  the  hearing  record . 

Thank  you. 


Sine-rely, 

Richard  Reynolds 

*031  Eldorado  3prin«s  Dr 

Boulder,  CO  80303 
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RESPONSE  ID  LETTER  81-59 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Colorado  Wilderness  Network 
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2739  East  Colfax  •  Denver,  Colorado  80906  •  573-7870 
December  2,   1982 


Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1170 
Canon  City,  CO    81212 

Dear  Sir: 

Enclosed  are  our  contents  on  the  Canon  City  District  Wilderness 
Planning  Amendment  DEIS.  We  request  that  these  ccuments  be  made  part 
of  the  hearing  record. 

We  Drefer  alternatives  reccrtrnendlng  wilderness  suitability  for  all 
or  Brown's  Canyon  and  Sand  Castle,  and  alternatives  ™^^  ef^fi, 
wilderness  for  Molntyre  Hills,  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creeks,  Beaver  Creek, 
and  San  Luis  liills. 

The  DEIS  Is  deficient  In  several  respects.    The  DEIS  does  not  adhere 
to  the  BLM  wilderness  Study  Policy  concerning  consideration  of  special 
features      The  DEIS  does  not  give  detailed  consideration  to  all  of  the 
alternatives,  as  reoulred  by  NEPA.     The  DEIS  does  not  consider  In 
good  faith  all  of  the  alternatives,  as  required  by  NEPA. 

The  wilderness  resources  of  the  WSAs  of  the  Canon  City  District  are 
found  In  only  a  small  portion  of  Colorado.     Timber,  minerals,  rangeland 
amenable  to  manipulation  for  both  livestock  and  big  game,  and  oppor- 
tunities for  motorized  recreation  abound  throughout  the  state.    There 
Is  no  non-wilderness  resource  unique  to  any  of  the  WSAs  which  cannot  be 
obtained  at  equal  or  less  cost  elsewhere.     For  these  reasons, 
wilderness  should  be  the  preferred  alternative  for  every  WSA. 

Sincerely , 


Michael  Scott 


The  Wilderness  Society 


Mark  Pearson 

Colorado  Open  Space  Council  Board  Member 


Aden  Auduoon  Society  .  AAansas  Valley  Audubon  Society  .  Aspen  Wilderness  WoAshoc  •  ^*^™™*S,5L^ 
Preservation  •  Colorado  Mountain  Club  •  Colorado  Open  Space  Council  •  Colorado  Trout  unlimited  .  CU  wilderness  Study- Soup 
Denver  Alpine  Club  •  Denver  Audubon  Society  .  Environmental  Research  Group  •  Fnends  of  the  Dolores  Rrver  •  Fnends  ot  me  Earn 
Gunnison  wilderness  Scciery  •  H,9h  Country  Citizens'  Alliance  .  Public  Lands  Institute  •  San  Juan  Ecological  Society  •  SWUM i  VM«y 
Wilderness  Coalition  •  5ierra  Club  .  Southeast  Colorado  Wilderness  Coalition  -The  Wilderness  Sec lety  •  T« Ittrffl Cozens 
Association  .  UNC  Colorado  Public  Interest  Research  Group  ■  uncomoshgre  Audubon  Society  .  Upper  Arkansas  Wilderness  Coalition 
•  Western  Colorado  Resource  Council  •  wilderness  Wotlcshop 
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2239  East  Colfax  •  Denver,  Colorado  80906  •  573-7B70 


Roz  McClellan 


Colorado  Wilderness  Network 
Denlse  Dralle 

CU  Wilderness  Study  Group 


Kirk  Cunningham 


W 


Enos  Mills  Chapter,  Sierra  Club 


cc:  George  Francis,  BLM  State  Director 
Rep.  Ken  Kramer 
Rep.  Ray  Kogovsek 
Sen.  Gary  Hart 
Sen.  William  Armstrong 
Dewitt  John,  Colo.  Dept.  of  Nat.  Resources 


Aiken  Audubon  Society  •  Aransas  Valley  Audubon  Society  «  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  ■  Colorado  Association  For  River 
Preservation  •  Colorado  Mountain  Club  •  Colorado  Ooen  Space  Council  •  Colorado  Trout  Unlimited  •  CU  Wilderness  Study  Group  * 
Denver  Alpine  Club  •  Denver  Audubon  Society  •  Environmental  Research  Group  »  Friends  of  the  Dolores  River  •  Friends  of  the  Earth  • 
Gunnison  Wilderness  Society  •  High  Country  Citizens'  Alliance  •  Public  Lands  Institute  *  San  Juan  Ecological  Society  •  San  Luis  Valley 
Wilderness  Coalition  •  Sierra  Club  •  Southeast  Colorado  Wilderness  Coalition  «  The  Wilderness  5ociety  •  Two  Rivers  Citizens' 
Association  •  UNC  Colorado  Public  Interest  Research  Group  •  Uncompahgre  Audubon  Society  •  Upper  Arkansas  Wilderness  Coalition 
•  Western  Colorado  Resource  Council  •  Wilderness  WoriGhop 

100%  Recycled  Paper 
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The  recommendations  of  Beaver  Creek,  Brown's  Canyon,  and  Sand  Castle 
as  suitable  for  wilderness  are  to  be  applauded.     This  represents  the 
first  non-alpine  wilderness  recotrmended  by  BUM  for  wilderness 
designation  and  is  a  norrmendable  first  step.     However,  the  overall 
antl-wildemess  bias  of  the  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Planning 
Amendment  DEIS  is  disappointing.     It  is  felt  that  the  method  of  analysis 
which  resulted  in  only  25,258  acres  out  of  82,858  studied  acres  being 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness  was  inherently  weighted  against 
wilderness,  as  will  be  demonstrated.     The  57,610  acres  found  unsuitable 
as  wilderness  is  even  more  discouraging  in  view  of  the  3^,920  acres 
previously  dismissed  from  wilderness  consideration  in  the  Canon  City 
District  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Intensive  Inventory. 

The  value  of  natural  environments  is  lost  amid  BlM's  preference  for 
and  emphasis  on  production.     Every  reference  to  loss  of  a  potential  increase 
in  some  resource  concerns  only  resources  of  direct  economic  benefit  Co 
man.     No  value  is  attached  to  maintaining  or  increasing  pristine  ecosystems 
which  have  yet  to  be  manipulated  for  human  consumption.     The  natural 
ecosystems  of  the  WSAs  are  seen  only  as  potential  game  farms  and  tree 
farms.     In  every  analysis,  wildlife  resources  are  considered  to  be  only 
the  game  species,  namely  deer,   turkeys,  big  horn  sheep,  and  game  fish. 
"Improving "wildlife  habitat  applies  only  to  efforts  to  increase  populations 
of  these  few  game  species.     The  analyses  for  Mclntyre  Hills,  Lower  Grape 
Creek,  Upper  Grape  Creek,  and  San  Luis  Hills  conclude  that  wilderness 
will  have  significant  impacts  on  wildlife  resources  because  it  might  prevent 
an  increase  in  populations  of  one  or  two  selected  game  species.     Diversity 
of  wildlife  is  nowhere  considered.     Non-game  species  such  as  songbirds 
and  raptors  are  nowhere  considered.       This  lack  of  consideration  of 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  alternatives  on  non-game  species 
of  wildlife  as  performed  in  Chapter  IV  of  the  DEIS  Is  in  violation  of 
Section  102  (2)   (C)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
which  requires  a  detailed  statement  of  the  environmental  consequences         5-79 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  82-60 

Response  1 

— .  ~ 

In  the  FEIS,  losses  of  potential 
increases  are  not  discussed,  only 
direct  losses  or  increases.    Although 
diversity  of  wildlife  is  considered, 
if  the  total  acreage  of  vegetation 
were  manipulated  as  proposed  by  all 
resources,  snail  game  and  nongame 
species  composition  and  mmbers  would 
vary  locally.    However,  composition 
and  mmbers  would  not  significantly 
change  in  the  long  term  because  of  the 
habitat  diversity  offered  by  public 
lands,  the  dispersed  nature  and  size 
of  each  project,  and  the  short-term 
nature  of  disturbance  in  each  project 
area. 

Therefore,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  1, 
only  the  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations  of  mule  deer,  bighorn 
sheep,  and  turkey  are  issues  for  the 
WSAs. 
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of  any  proposed  action.     The  failure  to  consider  the  Impacts  of  the 

alternatives  on  non-game  species  constitutes  a  failure  in  compliance 

with  NEPA. 

The  courts  have  ruled  (Environmental  Defense  Fund  v.  Corps  of 

Engineers)  that: 

"At  the  very  least  NEPA  is  an  environmental  full  disclosure  law, , . 
the   'detailed  statement'  required  should,  at  a  minimum,  contain  such 
information  as  will  alert  the  President,   the  CEQ-,  the  public,  and,   indeed, 
the  Congress,  to  all  known  possible  environmental  consequences  of 
proposed  agency  actions." 

The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  meet  this  condition  due  to  its  narrow 

focus  on  game  species  of  wildlife. 


The  DEIS  violates  the  requirements  of  N'EPA  for  "full  good  faith 
consideration  of  the  environment."     The  court  found,   in  Calvert  Cliffs' 
Coordinating  Committee  v.   Atomic  Energy  Commission: 

"Only  once-in  Sec.   102(2) (B)-dces  the  Act  state,   in  terms,  that 
federal  agencies  must  give  full   'consideration'   to  environmental  impact 
as  part  of  their  decision  making  processes.     However,  a  requirement 
of  consideration  is  clearly  implicit  in  the  substantive  mandate  of 
Sec.   101,   in  the  requirement  of  Sec.   102(1)  that  all  laws  and  regulations 
be  'interpreted    and  administered'  in  accord  with  that  mandate,  and 
in  the  other  specific  procedural  measures  compelled  by  Sec.   102(2). 
Thus  a  purely  mechanical  compliance  with  the  particular  measures, 
required  In  Sec.   102(2)(C)ft(D)  will  not  satisfy  the  Act  if  they  do 
not  amount  to  full  good  faith  consideration  of  the  environment . . . 
The  requirements  of  Sec.    102(2)  must  not  be  read  so  narrowly  as  to  erase 
the  general  import  of  Sections  101,102(1),  and  102(2) (A)&(B) ." 

The  MPP  pre-dating  FLPMA  clearly  indicated  non-wilderness  uses  for 
all  of  the  WSAs  deemed  unsuitable  as  wilderness.     It  is  interesting 
to  note  that  of  the  areas  recommended  as  suitable  for  wilderness, 
one  (Sand  Castle)  is  a  tiny  addition  to  existing  wilderness  while  the 
other  two   (3rown's  Canyon  and  Beaver  Creek)  were  proposed  as  primitive 
areas  prior  to  enactment  of  FLPMA.     Tbe  DEIS  is  thus  obviously  a 
continuation  of  existing  management  plans  and  represents  no  attempt  at 
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"full  good  faith  consideration"  of  wilderness  as  an  alternative. 


The  economic  analysis  In  the  DEIS  Is  Inadequate  as  It  compares 
oranges  and  apples,  I.e.,  the  DEIS  compares  the  direct  economic  benefits 
due  to  wilderness  designation  with  Indirect  potential  economic  costs. 
John  Loomls,  Colorado  State  University  economist,  succinctly  summarizes 
this  economic  fallacy  of  the  DEIS  (see  attached  memo  in  Appendix  A): 

"BLM  presents  an  unequal  treatment  of  benefits  and  costs  of  wilderness. 
The  national  gains  associated  with  wilderness  are  direct  gains.  The  rational 
losses  are  potential.  The  two  cannot  be  compared.     Not  only  are  the 
direct  gains  usually  larger  than  the  potential  losses,  but  the  direct 
gains  will  likely  occur  wheras  the  potential  losses  ray  never  occur." 
(emphasis  added) 

For  every  WSA,  with  one  exception,  the  direct  economic  benefits  of 
wilderness  outweigh  the  direct  economic  costs  due  to  wilderness.     It  Is 
only  by  the  Introduction  of  potential  economic  factors  that  may  well 
never  occur  that  non-wlldemess  can  economically  compete  with  wilderness 
designation.     As  economist  Loomls  notes,  "The  nation  can  be  made 
better  off  by  designation." 

Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSAs  are  the  two  areas  most  obviously 
disqualified  from  wilderness  suitability  by  the  afore  mentioned  game 
of  deducting  the  cost  of  non-existent  resources  from  wilderness  benefits. 
Most  unfortunately,  this  method  of  accounting  for  non-existent  resources 
Is  not  applied  equitably  between  wilderness  and  non-wlldemess  alternatives. 
For  example,  In  the  case  of  Lower  Crape  Creek,  the  loss  of  a  potential 
Increase  in  non-wlldemess  recreation  (133  back-country  vehicle  use 
days  and  20  fishing  days)  is  cited  as  an  effect  of  wilderness  designation. 
There  is  no     similar  reference  to  a  loss  of  a  potential  Increase  In 
wilderness  recreation  due  to  non-wildemess  designation.     This  biased 
weighting  towards  non-wlldemess  Is  repeated  In  the  analysis  of  Upper 
Grape  Creek.     Full  good  faith  consideration  of  wilderness  as  required 
by  NEPA  is  again  lacking. 


Response  2 

The  analysis  has  been  revised  and 
"Impacts  on  Economic  Conditions"  has 
been  dropped  from  further  analysis  as 
discussed  in  Chapter  1. 
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The  supplemental  wilderness  values  of  the  WSAs  have  been  overlooked. 
Component  No.  2:  Special  Features  of  Criterion  No.  1:  Evaluation  of 
Wilderness  Values  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states  that : 

"...these  characteristics  should  also  be  thoroughly  considered 
when  assessing  an  area's  overall  value  as  wilderness."  (emphasis  added) 
"These  special  features  of  the  area  and  the  degree  to  which  their 
presence  enhances  its  suitability  for  wilderness  designation  should 
be  addressed  through  consideration  of  the  area's  ecological,  geological, 
scenic,  and  cultural  features,  and  its  scientific  and  education  values". 

There  has  been  no  consideration  of  the  scientific  and  education  values 
of  special  features  in  any  of  the  WSAs.  For  example,  San  Luis  Hills 
is  the  only  representative  of  a  high  desert  biome  ecosystem  anywhere 
in  the  state,  Just  one  among  many  unique  ecological  features.  Yet  little 
mention  is  made  of  these  special  ecological  features,  and  no  mention  is  made 
of  the  scientific  and  educational  values  Inherent  In  such  unique  features. 


The  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  has  concluded  that  "it  would  not 
be  Improbable  to  state  that  previously  unknown  taxa  might  occur"  In 
Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSAs  (see  Appendix  B) .  No  consideration 
is  given  to  this  possibility  In  the  DEIS. 


As  yet  another  example,  the  DEIS  notes  time  and  again  (pp.  3" .38, 12) 
that  "little  information  exists"  relating  to  cultural  resources  In  the 
WSAs.  How  can  there  have  been  "thorough  consideration"  of  the  scientific 
and  educational  values  of  the  cultural  resources  of  the  WSAs  if  the  extent 
of  the  resource  is  not  even  known?!  How  can  the  degree  to  which  the  presence  of 
special  features  enhancesthe  suitability  of  the  area  for  wilderness 
designation  be  considered  when  the  extent  of  this  presence  Is  unknown?! 
A  definitive  decision  concerning  •wilderness  suitability  can  not  be  made 
In  light  of  this  lack  of  information.  Obviously,  both  Class  I  and  Class  II 
Cultural  Resources  Inventories  are  required  In  order  to  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  wilderness  Study  Policy.  These  have  not  been  conducted. 
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Response  3 

Special  features  including  ecological, 
geological,  scenic,  and  cultural 
features  of  a  WSA,  as  well  as 
scientific  and  educational  values, 
have  been  considered  for  each  WSA. 

However,  as  stated  in  Chapter  1  of 
this  FEIS,  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 
are  the  only  WSAs  with  identified 
special  features.    As  a  result  special 
features  are  only  discussed  for  these 
two  WSAs  in  Chapter  3. 

The  high  desert  biorae  ecosystem  does 
not  provide  sufficient  uniqueness  to 
be  considered  as  a  significant  special 
feature.    However,  ecosystems  have 
been  identified  by  the  Baily-Kuchler 
Ecosystem  map  of  ecoregions  in  the 
United  States.     These  have  been 
considered  for  each  WSA  and  are 
discussed  under  the  San  Luis  Hills 
WSA,  which  represents  a  classification 
not  commonly  represented  by  other  WSAs. 

A  Class  I  (existing  data)  inventory 
was  performed  and  is  considered  to  be 
sufficient  basis  to  estimate  the 
importance  of  the  cultural  resource  in 
the  WSAs. 

Response  4 


Criteria  Used  to  Analyze  Suitability  and  Nonsuitablllty,  found  In 
Appendix  A  of  the  DEIS,  gives  the  criteria  concerning  Public  Comment: 

"The  ELM  wilderness  study  process  will  consider  comments  received 
from  interested  and  affected  publics  at  all  levels-local,  state, 
regional,  and  natlonal-wlth  special  consideration  given  to  the  involve- 
ment of  those  local  people  and  Institutions  that  would  be  most  directly 
affected  by  designation  of  an  area." 

The  Wilderness  Study  Policy    requires  special  consideration  of  local 
social  and  economic  effects.  However,  the  requirement  of  special  consider- 
ation for  local  comments,  as  proposed  In  the  Draft  Wilderness  Study 
Policy,  was  dropped.     Clarification  as  to  which  study  policy  is  being 
used  and  the  exact  wording  of  the  public  comment  section  would  be 
appreciated. 


The  DEIS  Is  inconsistent  In  its  treatment  of  alternatives  between 
the  WSAs. I    The  contribution  of  wilderness  designation  to  the  geographic 
distribution  of  wilderness  is  considered  for  some  WSAs,  but  not  for 
others.     Losses  of  potential  increases  in  recreation  due  to  wilderness 
designation  is  Irregularly  applied.     Loss  of  potential  Increases  in 
recreation  due  to  non-wilderness  designation  is  never  mentioned. 
Uniform  methods  of  analysis  should  be  applied  to  all  of  the  alternatives 
of  all  the  WSAs. 


Area  specific  comments  follow. 


As  further  stated  in  the  referenced 
letter  in  this  comment,  the  Colorado 
Natural  Areas  Program  has  said,  "None 
of  the  WSAs  are  known  to  contain  any 
taxa  of  national  or  potential  national 
significance."  However,  the  document 
has  been  changed  to  recognize  the 
occurrence  and/or  potential  occurrence 
of  the  following  FWS  Category  2  plant 
taxa: 

Mclntyre  Hills  WSA,  Penstemon 
degeneri  is  known  to  occur.  This 
species  may  also  occur  in  the 
Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  WSAs; 
however,  further  field  inventories 
would  have  to  be  conducted  to 
verify  this. 

Beaver  Creek  WSA,  Bolophyta 
tetraneuris  is  known  to  occur. 
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Browns  Canyon  WSA,  Eriogonum 
brandegei  occurs  adjacent  to  this 
WSA  and  potentially  could  occur  in 
the  WSA. 


The  above  information  has  been 
incorporated  into  the  Chapter  1, 
discussion  of  T&E  species. 

Response  5 

A  Class  I  (existing  data)  inventory 
was  performed  and  is  considered  to  be 
sufficient  basis  to  estimate  the- 
importance  of  the  cultural  resources 
in  the  WSAs. 

Nowhere  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy 
(Federal  Register,  Vol.  47,  No.  23)  is 
a  level  of  docimentation  mentioned  for 
cultural  resources. 

The  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  is  in  concurrence  with  our 
approach  (see  Letter  1&-95  and  Chapter 
1). 

It  should  also  be  noted  that 
development  on  public  lands  requires 
inventory  and  mitigation  for  cultural 
resources,  thus  providing  legal 
protection,  which  occurs  whether  or 
not  an  area  is  designated  as 
wilderness. 

Response  6 

Appendix  A,  Criteria  Used  to  Analyze 
Suitability  and  Nonsuitability  has 
been  removed  from  this  FEES. 

In  the  DEIS  we  inadvertently  gave  the 
criteria  from  the  Draft  Wilderness 
Study  Policy  (Federal  Register,  Vol. 
45,  No.  246,  December  19,  1980) 
instead  of  the  final  Wilderness  Study 
Policy  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  47,  No. 
23,  February  3,  1982).  The  correct 
criteria  to  determine  suitability  or 
nonsuitability  based  on  public 
involvement  is  as  follows: 

"In  determining  whether  an  area  is 
suitable  or  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation,  the  BLM  wilderness  study 
process  will  consider  comments 
received  from  interested  and  affected 
publics  at  all  levels — local,  State, 
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Lower  Grape  Creek  (CO-050-01H)  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  (CO-050-017) 

Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSAs  will  be  discussed  together  since 
they  share  similar  resources  and  are  essentially  one  area,  though  split 
by  a  dirt  road. 

The  recommendations  of  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSAs  as  unsuitable 
for  wilderness  Is  extremely  disappointing.     There  are  no  overriding 
resource  conflicts  with  wilderness.     Rather,  the  areas  have  been 
Jilted  by  the  Inherent  antl-wildemess  analysis  methods  of  the  DEIS. 

(1)  The  April,   1975  MFP  of  the  Royal  Gorge  Planning  Unit  clearly 
states  plans  to  provide  for  motorized  recreation  along  Grape  Creek. 
The  MFP  states  that  "the  Grape  Creek  corridor  Is  recommended  to  be 
managed  as  seml-prlmltlve  motorized."     It  is  unlikely  that  wilderness 
consideration  for  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek,  as  mandated  by  FLPMA  of 
1976,  received  consideration  equal  to  that  of  the  pre-existing  MFP 
calling  for  non-wildemess  uses.     There  Is  a  distinct  lack  of  full 
good  faith  consideration  of  wilderness  as  an  alternative  in  the  DEIS. 

(2)  There  is  an  Inordinate  emphasis  on  losses  of  potential  increases 

in  resources  If  the  area  is  designated  wilderness.     As  noted  previously, 
CSU  economist  John  Loomls  has  pointed  out  the  economic  fallacy  of 
comparing  uncertain  potential  future  losses  due  to  wilderness  to  the 
present  direct  gains  from  wilderness.     In  the  DEIS  (p.  61),  direct 
economic  gains  of  wilderness  designation  outweigh  direct  losses  by  a 
factor  of  2  to  1. 

(3)  The  questionable  practice  of  using  loss  of  potential  increases  In 
recreation  Is  not  evenly  used  throughout  all  of  the  alternatives. 

A  loss  of  a  potential  Increase  of  133  trail  bike  and  20  fishing  recreation 
days  is  listed  as  an  Impact  of  the  All  Wilderness  alternative  for  Lower 


regional,  and  national.  Wilderness 
recommendations  will  not  be  based 
exclusively  on  a  vote-counting 
majority  rule  system.  The  BLM  will 
develop  its  recommendations  by 
considering  public  comment  in 
conjunction  with  an  analysis  of  a 
wilderness  study  area's  multiple 
resource  and  social  and  economic 
values  and  uses." 


Response  7 


The  geographic  distribution  of 
wilderness  is  not  considered  in  the 
FEIS;  however,  it  will  be  considered 
in  the  Wilderness  Study  Report,  which 
will  accompany  this  FEIS  to  Congress. 

In  this  FEIS  the  impacts  of  wilderness 
designation  and  nondesignation  on 
recreation  use  have  been  expanded  and 
are  fully  considered  for  each  WSA. 


Response  8 
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Grape  Creek,  yet  the  No  Wilderness  alternative  has  no  similar  loss  of 
a  potential  Increase  In  hiker  /wilderness  user  recreation  days.  If 
such  an  analysis  Is  to  be  used,  should  it  not  be  applied  equally  to 
all  alternatives?  The  DEIS  has  not  treated  the  alternatives  in  a 
comparable  manner. 

(ft)  The  documentation  concerning  minerals  is  poor.  Site  specific 
information  concerning  the  mineral  potential  of  Lower  Grape  Creek  is 
available  but  Is  not  reported  any  manner  in  the  DEIS.  Summaries  or 
abstracts  of  this  information  could  easily  have  been  Included  in  the 
DEIS,  but  Instead  only  the  fact  of  Its  existence  Is  mentioned.  This 
is  very  unhelpful  to  the  public  at  large  wishing  to  learn  of  the  specific 
mineral  potential  for  the  area. 

The  lack  of  mineral  documentation  is  particularly  questionable  since 
Lower  Grape  Creek  Is  deemed  unsuitable  for  wilderness  designation 
partially  because  of  supposed  mineral  conflicts.  Page  11  of  the  DEIS 
states  that  the  area  has  "a  ndneralized  zone  extending  across  the  unit" 
which  could  not  be  omitted  because  the  "boundary  change  would  have 
omitted  the  scenic  Grape  Creek  from  the  unit  and  left  a  portion  which 
contains  the  cumulative  impacts  of  old  mines."  This  statement  indicates 
mineral  conflicts  as  a  reason  for  wilderness  unsuitablllty.  However, 
the  actual  mineral  report  by  Mining  Engineer  Robert  J.  Coker  makes 
several  pointedly  different  conclusions: 

(1)  The  entire  area  is  subeconomlc  at  current  metal  prices  (March,  1982) 

(2)  The  mineral  occurences  are  small  and,  though  locally  of  fairly 
high  grade,  are  generally  low  grade  m  character. 

(3)  Even  If  all  the  small  copper  prospects  were  brought  Into 
production  simultaneously,  the  chances  for  economic  success 
would  still  be  marginal  and  short  lived  due  to  low  grade 
and  reserves. 

This  Information  Is  not  plainly  stated  in  the  DEIS.  The  DEIS  claims  (p. 3<<) 
that  some  production  could  occur  that  "could  be  marginally  profitable  at 
i960  metal  prices."  Obviously,  mineral  production  can  not  be  both 


Although  the  DEIS  did  show  losses  of 
potential  increases,  this  FEIS  only 
shows  direct  losses  or  increases. 
This  analysis  is  consistent  among  all 
resources  in  each  WSA. 

Response  9 

Emphasis  has  been  placed  on  item  8  of 
the  summary  and  conclusion  section  of 
the"Mineral  Resources  of  the  Arkansas 
Canyon  Planning  Unit  with  Special 
Emphasis  on  the  Grape  Creek  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  and  the  Mclntyre  Hills 
Wilderness  Study  Area,"  by  Robert 
Coker.  In  its  complete  context,  item 
8  states  "Overall  the  entire  area  has 
little  economic  potential.  The 
mineral  occurrences  are  small  and 
though  locally  of  fairly  high  grade, 
(emphasis  added)  are  generally  low  in 
character."  This  would  indicate  that 
in  considering  the  entire 
225-square-mile  area  the  prospects  for 
discovery  of  significant  mineral 
resources  are  generally  low;  however, 
the  potential  is  identified  in  both 
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"subeconomlc"  and  "marginally  profitable"  at  the  same  time.  The  DEIS 
unfairly  twists  the  mineral  report  to  Indicate  marginal  profitability, 
whereas  as  the  tone  of  the  report  is  one  of  unprof liability .  This  Is 
not  obvious  from  the  DEIS  since  no  documentation  was  provided  In  the  DEIS 

(5)     Thorough  consideration  of  supplemental  wilderness  values  of  the 
area  Is  lacking,  though  such  consideration  Is  plainly  required  by  the 
Wilderness  Study  Policy.     On  page  35  of  the  DEIS,  It  Is  stated  that 
cultural  resources  In  Lower  Grape  Creek  are  "not  significant."     Yet 
the  next  sentence  notes  that  "definitive  statements  concerning  this 
prehistory"  cannot  be  made  since  little  Information  exists.     This 
indicates  the  need  for  a  Class  H  Cultural  Resources  Inventory  in  order 
to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy. 


(b)     The  scientific  and  educational  values  of  the  WSAs  are  nowhere 
thoroughly  considered,   though  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy  plainly  states 
that  they  must  be.     The  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  concludes  that 
"previously  unknown  taxa  might  occur"  in  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek. 
No  consideration  Is  given  in  the  DEIS  to  the  scientific  and  educational 
values  of  this  and  other  special  features,  as  required  by  the  wilderness 
Study  Policy. 


(7)     The  Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystem  map  does  not  adequately  address  the 
issue  of  diversity  within  the  wilderness  system,     upper  and  Lower  Crape 
Creeks  represent  granite  canyons  and  surrounding  rolling  hills  ranging  in 
elevation  from  6000  to  8000  feet.     Nowhere  else  in  Colorado  Is  slmlalr 
terraln  Included  In  the  wilderness  system.     A  system  which  simply  looks 
at  vegetation  as  a  basis  for  diversity  will  result  in  gross  oversights, 
as  has  occurred  here.     The  granite  canyon  of  Grape  Creek  ranks  as  one 
of  the  very  few  natural  drainages  of  such  landform  type  along  the  Front 
Range. 

The  unsupported  statement  in  the  DEIS  that  there  exist  131,300 
acres  of  pine  Douglas-fir  ecosystems  in  designated  wildemes  is  of 
no  help  to  the  reviewer  wishing  to  ascertain  if  this  existing  wilderness 


the  Coker  report  (introduction  and 
conclusion/smmary)  and  the  Barringer 
Resources  investigation.     In 
particular  the  following  areas  within 
and  adjacent  to  the  Lower  Grape  Creek 
WSA  were  identified  as  having  mineral 
potential:     Green  Mountain  Mine;  2) 
Copper  Gulch;  3)  Horseshoe  Mine;  4) 
Goat  Park;  5)  Sunset  City;  6)  El  Plomo 
Mine;  7)  Colunbine  Mine;  8)  Copper 
Girl  and  Valley  View.    Although 
currently  delineated  ore  reserves  are 
inadequate  to  engage  in  active 
developments  at  this  time,  the 
potential  for  development  and 
discovery  is  quite  evident.    The 
developed  workings  identified  in  the 
Coker  reports  are  for  the  most  part 
confined  to  the  upper  oxidized  portion 
of  the  deposit  and  very  little  is 
known  concerning  the  mineralization  at 
depth.    For  these  reasons  and  the 
favorable  depositional  environment  of 
the  area  as  identified  by  E.  W. 
Heinrich  in  "Precambrian  Tungsten  and 
Copper-Zinc  Skarn  Deposits  of  South- 
Central  Colorado"  the  area  was 
identified  as  having  potential  for 
mineralization. 


82-60 


12 


is  actually  environmentally  similar  to  Grape  Creek  in  terms  of  landform. 
It  would  be  appreciated  if  the  areas  of  claimed  slmillarlty  were 
identified.  A  more  thorough  analysis  of  ecology  in  the  DEIS  is  necessary 
in  order  to  allow  for  careful  determination  of  the  areas '  contribution  to 
diversity. 


13 


(8)  The  emphasis  on  wildlife  is  extremely  narrow.  "Improving" 
existing  wildlife  populations  (pp. 60,70)  apparently  means  increasing 
the  numbers  of  a  very  few  game  species,  namely  deer  and  turkeys. 
Diversity  of  wildlife  species  is  ignored  In  the  analysis.  The  beneficial 
effects  of  wilderness  on  songbirds  and  raptors  is  ignored  in  the  analysis. 
Wildlife  benefits  have  been  reduced  to  the  effects  on  two  species.  The 
loss  of  hypothesized  potential  increases  in  the  two  game  species  is 
stated  as  a  significant  impact  on  wildlife,  while  no  reference  is  made 
to  any  effects  on  any  other  species.  There  has  not  been  detailed 
consideration  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  all  of  the  alternatives, 
as  required  by  NEPA. 


14 


(9)  The  statement  that  "wilderness  designation  would  have  significant, 
short-  and  long-term  impacts  on  improvement  of  terrestrial  wildlife 
resources"  (pp.  60,70)  does  not  hold  up  under  closer  inspection.  BLM 
wildlife  biologists  have  stated  that  the  areas  "are  amenable  to  non-intensive 
wildlife  habitat  management  "  (Eric  Breke).  The  fact  is  that  wilderness 
will  not  adversely  effect  wildlife;  it  will  only  adversely  affect  current 
BLM  wildlife  habitat  manipulation  plans,  plans  peculating  FLPMA  and 
the  wilderness  Inventory. 


It  should  be  reiterated  that  the  Lower 
Grape  Creek  WSA  was  the  only  WSA  to 
have  mineral  potential;  Upper  Grape 
Creek  and  Mclntyre  Hills  ware 
identified  as  having  only  limited 
potential,  which  is  in  agreement  with 
the  references  cited. 

Since  it  is  not  practical  to  include 
docunentation  of  all  reports 
referenced  in  the  environmental  impact 
statement,  the  DELS  does  state  that 
"Both  reports  are  available  for  review 
at  the  Canon  City  District  office." 

Response  10 

Please  see  Response  5. 


(10)  The  planned  wildlife  habitat  manipulations  and  water  catchments 
are  apparently  situated  along  the  creek  corridor  and  side  drainages, 
the  same  localities  where  intensive  trail  bike  use  is  contemplated. 
Are  these  not  incompatible  uses?  Wilderness  designation  is  the  more 
suitable  complement  to  wildlife. 
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Response  11 

Special  features  including  ecological, 
geological,  and  scenic  features,  as 
well  as  scientific  and  educational 
values,  have  been  considered  for  each 
WSA. 

However,  as  stated  in  Chapter  1  of 
this  FEIS,  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 
are  the  only  WSAs  with  identified 
special  features.  As  a  result  special 
features  are  only  discussed  for  these 
two  WSAs  in  Chapter  3. 

As  further  stated  in  the  referenced 
letter  in  this  comment,  the  Colorado 
Natural  Areas  Program  has  said,  "None 
of  the  WSAs  are  known  to  contain  any 
taxa  of  national  or  potential  national 
significance." 

Response  12 

Although  there  are  many  varied  land 
classification  systems  available,  BLM 
has  selected  the  Baily-Kuchler 
Ecosystems  of  the  United  States  system 
(Bally,  1976  and  Kuchler,  1966) .  This 
system  was  selected  because  it  is  a 
land  classification  system  that 
facilitates  planning  at  the  national 
level.  In  addition,  it  provides  a 
broad  synthesis  of  current  knowledge 
about  the  ecosystem  geography  of  the 
country.  It  also  serves  as  a  useful 
reference  for  those  who  desire  an 
overview  on  a  comparative  basis  for 
ecosystem  and  landf orm  representation 
in  existing  and  potential  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System  (NWPS) 
units. 

The  designated  wilderness  areas  that 

have  acreage  in  the  pine  Douglas-fir 

ecosystem  are  all  administered  by  the 

USFS  and  include:  Cache  La 

Poudre — 12, COO  acres;  Lost 

Creek — 40,000  acres;  Weminuche — 55,000 

acres;  and  West  Elk — 24,300  acres. 
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Further  explanation  of  the 
Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystems  land 
classification  system  is  in  Chapter  3 
"General  Description."  As  stated  in 
Chapter  3,  detailed  information  on 
ecosystems  and  landform 
classifications  are  in  the  management 
situation  analysis,  which  is  available 
in  the  Canon  City  District  office. 


Response  13 

In  the  FELS,  losses  of  potential 
Increases  are  not  discussed,  only- 
direct  loses  or  increases.  Although 
diversity  of  wildlife  is  considered, 
if  the  total  acreage  of  vegetation 
were  manipulated  as  proposed  by  all 
resources,  small  game  and  nongame 
species  composition  and  numbers  would 
vary  locally.  However,  composition 
and  numbers  would  not  significantly 
change  in  the  long  term  because  of  the 
habitat  diversity  offered  by  public 
lands,  the  dispersed  nature  and  size 
of  each  project,  and  the  short-term 
nature  of  disturbance  in  each  project 
area. 

Therefore,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  1, 
only  the  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations  of  mule  deer,  bighorn 
sheep,  and  turkey  are  issues  for  the 
WSAs. 

Response  14 
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Wildlife  presently  in  the  wilderness 
study  areas  will  not  be  adversely 
affected  by  wilderness  designation. 
Hovrever,  the  present  habitat  condition 
in  the  areas  is  generally  poor  from 
the  standpoint  of  habitat  diversity. 
In  some  areas  it  is  planned  to  improve 
the  habitat  through  pinon-juniper 
manipulation  so  more  vegetation/ 
habitat  types  are  present;  e.g., 
mountain  shrub,  meadow,  and 
grassland.     Studies  have  shown  that 
most  pinon-juniper  types,  especially 
the  more  mature  stands,  are  not  as 
productive  in  numbers  of  birds  or 
animals  as  the  adjacent  zones  with 
their  greater  variety  of  plant 
species.     Conversion  of  a  closed 
pinon-juniper  forest  to  a  shrub, 
grass,  and  forb  type  will  generally  be 
beneficial  to  most  wildlife  species 
and  particularly  for  deer.    Most 
animals  inhabiting  the  pinon-juniper 
type  will  have  suitable,  perhaps 
improved,  habitat  after  treatment, 
provided  areas  are  left  for  escape 
cover  and  edge  effect.     The  small 
amount  of  such  areas  planned  for 
conversion  will  not  have  a  significant 
effect  on  those  species  requiring 
mature  pinorr- juniper  forests. 


The  habitat  manipulation  projects, 
including  water  developments,  would  te 
designed  to  "open-up"  habitat 
presently  unoccupied  by  many  wildlife 
species.  Completion  of  these  projects 
would  only  serve  to  increase  wildlife 
diversity. 

These  plans  did  not  predate  FLMPA  or 
the  wilderness  inventory.  These  plans 
were  formulated  for  the  Royal  Gorge 
Unit  Resource  Analysis  in  1979/80  and 
were  submitted  for  public  review  at 
that  time.  No  major  objections  were 
presented  at  these  public  meetings; 
therefore,  these  plans  were  carried 
forth  into  the  Arkansas  Canyon  Habitat 
Management  Plan  (HMP)  which  was 
completed  and  approved  in  1981. 
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(11)  Further  explanation  of  a  statement  on  page  70  concerning  grazing 
Impacts  of  wilderness  on  Upper  Grape  Creek  is  required.  It  is  stated 
that  a  decrease  of  100  AUMs  will  occur  over  the  long-term  due  to  wilderness 
restrictions  on  thinning  of  pinyon-Juniper.  This  reduction  of  grazing 
AUMs  can  in  no  way  be  blamed  en  wilderness  designation.  As  the  1980 
Colorado  Wilderness  Act  made  abundantly  clear,  grazing  Is  allowed  to 
continue  at  its  existing  level  in  any  newly  designated  wilderness  areas. 
The  fact  that  a  reduction  in  grazing  AUMs  may  occur  If  extensive  clearing 
of  pinyon-Juniper  is  not  allowed  indicates  current  overgrazing  of  the 
existing  range.  The  carrying  capacity  of  the  existing  range  is  being 
exceeded,  a  situation  that  wilderness  designation  would  not  affect 
in  any  manner  whatsoever.  The  misleading  implications  of  this  statement 
on  page  70,  contrary  to  existing  law,  must  be  corrected. 


(12)  An  additional  supplemental  value  of  the  area  lies  In  the  unrestricted 
panoramas  of  the  nearby  Sangre  de  Christos.  This  scenic  quality  certainly  falls 
under  the  supplemental  values  defined  by  the  Wilderness  Act  and  merits 
consideration. 

(13)  The  existing  possible  and  future  uses  of  Lower  Grape  Creek  include 
mineral  potential  and  grazing  (p. 12).  The  wilderness  unsultabillty 
recommendation  for  the  area  partly  stems  from  perceived  conflicts  with 
these  uses.  This  is  contradictory  to  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy 
which  states: 

"Disqualifying  a  WSA  from  consideration  as  suitable  for  wilderness 
preservation  based  soley  on  assumptions  about  the  future  degradation  of 
wilderness  values  resulting  from  mining  and  grazing  activities  which 
the  Wilderness  Act  allows  would  be  inconsistent  with  that  act." 

The  current  grazing  practices  and  valid  mining  claims  are  both  compatible 
with  wilderness.  The  disqualification  of  Lower  Grape  Creek  because  of 
these  activities  is  inconsistent  with  the  stated  intent  of  the  Wilderness 
Study  Policy. 
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^ecotrrendatlons : 

Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSAs  both  obviously  meet  and  surpass 
the  criteria  of  the  Wilderness  Act.     Consequently,   wilderness  suitability 
Is  recommended  for  both  areas. 

A  partial  wilderness  alternative  Is  reconmended  for  Lower  Grape 
Creek.     It  is  proposed  that  the  northwest  boundary  be  drawn  along 
Sunset  City  Gulch.     This  would  exclude  the  most  visible  human  Imprints. 
The  Horseshoe  Mountain  area  encompassing  the  Tights  is  absolutely 
vital  to  the  outstanding  wilderness  character  of  the  area  and  cannot 
be  excluded. 


IE 


A  partial  wilderness  alternative  is  supported  for  Upper  Grape 
Creek.  The  entire  area  is  proposed  for  wilderness  with  the  exception 
of  a  small  exclusion  in  the  southeast  corner  in  order  to  accomodate 
private  inholdings. 


Reaver  '.'reek  ( "•VO-C-ni  : 

Suitability  of  Beaver  Creek  for  wilderness,  as  reconmended  by  the 
DEIS,  is  an  obvious  result  of  the  area's  superb  wilderness  charac- 
teristics. However,  we  do  not  concur  In  the  deletion  of  the  southwest 
portion  of  the  WSA.  The  boundary  alterations  of  Alternative  C  are  all  that 
are  necessary  for  a  manageable  Eeaver  Creek  wilderness  boundary  and 
should  be  the  preferred  alternative. 

(1)  It  is  stated  in  the  DEIS  (p. 69)  that  the  deleted  southwest 
portion  of  the  unit  receives  little  recreational  use  because  of  its 
"steep  rugged  topography"  which  restricts  access.  Timber  harvest 
Is  thus  assumed  to  be  a  better  use  of  the  resources  of  this  area  of 
the  WSA.  However,  it  seemsunllkely  that  access  for  purposes  of  firewood 
harvesting  -will  be  any  easier  than  access  for  recreation.  Undoubtedly, 
access  reads  will  be  necessary  in  order  to  provide  for  public  access 


Response  15 

The  chart  referred  to  on  page  70 
should  have  shown  the  100  ALIMs  as  a 
loss  of  a  potential  gain  and  not  a 
direct  loss.     In  this  FEIS  losses  of 
potential  gains  are  not  discussed, 
only  direct  losses  or  gains.. 

Response  16 

If  the  northwest  boundary'  were  drawn 
along  Sunset  City  Gulch  as  suggested, 
the  portion  of  the  WSA  along  Goat  Park 
and  Marsh  Gulch,  which  has  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  man,  would  not 
be  excluded. 

The  suggested  boundary,  which  only 
omits  the  land  west  of  Sunset  City 
Gulch,  would  not  present  any  different 
issues  or  impacts  than  are  currently 
addressed  in  the  all  wilderness 
alternative. 

The  partial  alternative  addressed  in 
the  FEIS  would  exclude  an  area  from 
designation  that  has  potential  mineral 
conflict.    This  is  done  for  the 
purpose  of  analysis  of  impacts  and  is 
not  recommended  by  this  document. 

Response  17 

The  partial  wilderness  alternative  for 
Upper  Grape  Creek  omitted  only  600 
acres.    Analysis  revealed  no 
difference  in  impacts  or  values  in  the 
portion  omitted  that  warrant  further 
consideration.     The  impacts  are 
completely  covered  by  describing  the 
all  wilderness  alternative  and  there 
would  be  no  significant  reason  to 
consider  this  partial  alternative.    As 
a  result  only  the  all  wilderness  and 
no  wilderness  alternatives  are  now 
considered  for  Upper  Grape  Creek. 

Response  18 

The  proposed  action  for  Beaver  Creek 
has  been  changed  from  Alternative  D  - 
Partial  Wilderness — II  to  Alternative 
C  -  Partial  Wilderness — I.  The 
southwest  portion  of  the  WSA, 
addressed  in  the  comments,  is  included 
in  the  area  for  reconmended 
designations. 
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to  this  timber  in  "steep  nigged  topography", 
anywhere  considered? 


Are  these  road  costs 


(2)  What  will  be  the  eroslonal  effects  of  timber  harvest  and  road 
building  In  "steep  rugged  topography",  particularly  since  the  area 
contains  soils  of  high  and  very  high  susceptibility  to  erosion  (p. 38)? 
Inclusion  of  this  area  within  the  recommended  Beaver  Creek  wilderness 
would  certainly  have  beneficial  Impacts  on  natural  Integrity  by 
prohibiting  activities  with  associated  high  erosion.     Mo  mention  is 
made  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  r.on-wilderness  alternative 
in  this  respect,  a  violation  of  NEPA. 

(3)  The  DEIS  correctly  notes  the  totally  separate  processes  of  wilderness 
designation  and  Clean  Air  Act  Air  Quality  classifications.     The  fears  of 
the  city  of  Colorado  Springs  that  Beaver  Creek  will  receive  a  Class  I 

Air  Quality  classification  if  designated  wilderness  are  completely  unfounded. 
Reclassification  of  Beaver  Creek  from  a  Class  II  to  a  Class  I  area  Is 
a  state  prerogative.     Federal  land  managers  have  no  reclassification 
authority. 


IB 


20 


C)    The  DEIS  fails  to  comply  with  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy  by  not 
giving  thorough  consideration  to  cultural  values  of  Beaver  Creek,  a  special 
feature  of  the  area.     Mo  inventories  have  been  conducted.     Scientific 
and  educational  values  are  ignored  also. 


(5)  Wildlife  impacts  are  once  again  limited  to  deer  and  turkeys.  All 
other  species  are  ignored  In  the  analysis  of  environmental  consequences 
in  the  DEIS. 


Pecormendat Ions : 

Beaver  Creek  is  one  of  Colorado's  highest  quality  WSAs.     Its 
proximity  to  major  Front  Range  population  centers  such  as  Colorado 
Springs,  coupled  with  its  outstanding  wilderness  attributes,  demands 
that  as  much  acreage  te  protected  as  is  possible.     Alternative  C 
accomplishes  this  goal  with  a  minimum  of  conflict . 
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Brown's  Canyon  (CO-Q^O-002)  13 

BLM's  finding  of  Brown's  Canyon  as  suitable  for  wilderness  is 
to  be  applauded.     Brown's  Canyon  borders  one  of  the  last  wild  stretches 
of  the  Arkansas  River,  a  river  heavily  used  by  white  water  enthusiasts. 
Brown's  Canyon  has  outstanding  geologic,  archeologic,  and  wildlife 
values  in  addition  to  its  superb  solitude  and  opportunities  for  primitive 
recreation. 

BLM  has  long  recognized  the  superlative  natural  values  of  Brown's 
Canyon  as  is  evidenced  by  BLM's  pre-FLPMA  proposal  of  primitive  area 
status  for  it.     The  continuing  recognition  of  Brown's  Canyon's  wilderness 
attributes  is  heartily  endorsed.     The  area's  ruggedness  and  remoteness 
precludes  resource  development  incompatible  with  wilderness.     As  BIM 
notes  in  the  DEIS,  mineral  potential  is  minimi.     Timber  harvest  would 
undoubtedly  be  uneconomical  given  the  location  and  terrain  of  the  area 
and  would  represent  an  unwise  use  df  the  resources  of  the  unit. 

One  concern  is  the  exact    location  of  the  northern  boundary  of  the 
area.     Ruby  Mountain  receives  heavy  recreational  use  which  may  be 
inconpatible  with  wilderness  designation.     Verification  that  the 
boundary-  for  Brown's  Canyon  as  proposed  does  not  include  lands  with 
extreme  non-wlldemess  uses  or  characteristics  would  be  appreciated. 

Mclntyre  Hills  (CO-OSO-Olj) 

The  Intensive  Wilderness  Inventory  determined  that  Mclntyre  Hills 
possessed  outstanding  opportunities  for  both  solitude  and  primitive 
unconfined  types  of  recreation  (p.  27^  of  Final  WSAs,  Nov.  1980)  in 
addition  to  its  natural,  roadless  condition.     Mclntyre  Hills'  status 
as  a  WSA  Is  recognition  of  its  possession  of  the  attributes  necessary 
for  wilderness  designation  as  defined  by  the  Wilderness  Act.     This  in  and 
of  itself  makes  Mclntyre  Hills  distinctive  In  the  state  as  well  as 
nationally  since  only  8?  of  Colorado  can  still  be  considered  as  wilderness 
and  only  about  **'  of  the  continental  United  States. 

The  resource  conflicts  with  wilderness  designation  of  Mclntyre  Hills 
■are  minimal.     Once  again  the  "bogeyman"  of  lost  potential  Increases  is 
resurrected  in  order  to  remove  an  area  from  wilderness  suitability.     The 
loss  of  non-exlstant  big  game  animals  and  livestock  is  put  forth  as  rationale 
for  non-wlldemess  suitability,  even  though  the  direct  economic  benefits 
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Response  19 

Please  see  Response  5. 


Special  features  including  ecological, 
geological,  scenic,  and  cultural 
features  of  a  WSA,  as  well  as 
scientific  and  educational  values, 
have  been  considered  for  each  WSA. 

However,  as  stated  in  Chapter  1  of 
this  FEIS,  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 
are  the  only  WSAs  with  identified 
special  features.    As  a  result  special 
features  are  only  discussed  for  these 
two  WSAs  in  Chapter  3. 


Response  20 

If  the  total  acreage  of  vegetation 
were  manipulated  as  proposed  by  all 
resources,  small  game  and  nongame 
species  composition  and  numbers  would 
vary  locally.    However,  composition 
and  numbers  would  not  significantly 
change  in  the  long  term  because  of  the 
habitat  diversity  offered  by  public 
lands,  the  dispersed  nature  and  size 
of  each  project,  and  the  short-term 
nature  of  disturbance  in  each  project 
area. 

Therefore,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  1, 
only  the  wildlife  habitat  and 
populations  of  mule  deer,  bighorn 
sheep,  and  turkey  are  issues  for  the 

WSAs. 


y^m 


of  wilderness  dwarf  trie  direct  economic  costs.     Timber  is  the  only 
real  conflict,  yet  the  timber  production  base  for  the  Canyon  City 
District  certainly  does  not  depend  on  the  1,761  acres  of  operable 
woodlands  in  Mclntyre  Hills  WSA.     It  Is  not  reasonable  that  1,761  acres 
of  potential  woodlands  can  outwlegh  the  proven  wilderness  attributes  of 
ten  times  that  number  of  acres.     Sacrificing  16,800  acres  of  the  Mclntyre 
Hills  WSA  because  of  timber  conflicts  with  105  of  the  arsaiis  unj  ustif lable . 

Special  features  have  been  slighted  in  this  area.     "No  significant 
cultural  resources  are  shown  to  exist  in  this  area."  (p. 33)     Perhaps 
this  is  because  no  one  has  thoroughly  searched  the  area.     A  Class  II 
Cultural  Resources  Inventory  is  necessary  before  Component  No.   2  of 
criterion  No.   1  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy  has  been  satisfied. 

Alternative  C,  Partial  Wilderness  Designation,  is  endorsed.     This  would 
allow  for  harvest  of  roughly  half  of  the  timber  present  while  preserving 
the  wilderness  attributes  of  Mclntyre  Hills.     This  constitutes  a  more 
sensible  approach  than  throwing  an  area  out  of  wilderness  consideration 
because  of  a  conflict  on  10%  of  its  acreage. 

Sand  Castle  (CO-050-135) 

We  concur  in  the  recommendation  of  Sand  Castle  for  Inclusion 
within  the  Wilderness  Preservation  System.  This  tiny  area  Is  a  natural 
extension  of  the  adjacent  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument  Wilderness. 
No  resource  conflicts  with  wilderness  are  present.  Inclusion  of  Sand 
Castle  within  the  adjacent  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  provides  for 
the  most  efficient  management  of  these  Isolated  parcels  of  BLM  lands. 

San  Luis  Hills  (CO-050-I!'l) 

San  Luis  Hills  is  the  most  ecologically  unique  of  the  WSAs.  It 
would  provide  a  significant  addition  to  the  scientific  diversity  of  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System.  On  this  basis  alone,  San  Luis 
Hills  merits  designation  as  wilderness.  Exclusion  of  the  northeast 
corner  of  the  area  as  a  concession  to  local  interests  Is  an  acceptable 
alteration  of  the  original  boundary.  Otherwise,  the  entire  WSA  should 
be  deemed  suitable  for  wilderness. 

CD  The  DEIS  is  deficient  in  its  omission  of  thorough  consideration 
of  scientific  and  educational  values  of  San  Luis  Hills  WSA,  as  required 
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by  component  No.  2  of  Criterion  No.   1  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy. 
No  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  unique  ecological  values  of 
San  Luis  Hills  which  offer  numerous  opportunities  for  scientific  and 
educational  pursuit.     These  Include  the  following: 

(i)  The  San  Luis  Hills  are  part  of  an  exhumed,  'uplifted  volcanic 
field  associated  with  the  Rio  Grande  Rift. 

(11)  The  WSA  displays  the  toleration  limits  of  pinyon- Juniper. 
The  pinyon-juniper  reaches  its  greatest  extent  at  elevations  of  8,500  to 
9,000  feet,  elevations  normally  reserved  for  ponderosas  or  douglas  fir. 
However,  the  extremely  dry  climate  allows  the  pinyon-junlper  to  exceed 
their  normal  elevational  limits  and  to  ignore  usual  coniferous  succession. 

(Hi)  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  represents  the  only  high  desert  blome  in 
Colorado.     There  is  no  land  of  comparable  ecology  protected  anywhere 
else  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  or  in  Colorado. 

(lv)  The  WSA  offers  rare  coniferous  cover  to  wildlife  in  the  midst 
of  many  miles  of  surrounding  plains . 

None  of  these  points  were  covered  by  the  DEIS. 

(2)  Mineral  conflicts  with  wilderness  are  highly  overrated. 
As  the  DEIS  states  on  p. 76,   "It  is  highly  unlikely"  that  a  mineral 
find  that  would  significantly  effect  employment  in  the  San  Luis  Valley 
will  occur  ini.the  WSA. 

(3)  San  Luis  Hills  is  geographically  unique  as  it   is  the  only  BLM 
WSA  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.     No  mention  is  made  of  the  effect  on  the 
geographic  distribution  of  wilderness  In  Colorado  designation  of  the 
area  would  have. 
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Appendix  A 

November  12,  1982 
To:   Roz  McClellan 

From:  John  Loomis,  Economics  Dept.,  Colo.  State  Univ. 

Re:   Canon  City  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment 


First,  BLM  presents  an  unequal  treatment  of  benefits  and 
costs  of  wilderness.   The  national  gains  associated  with 
wilderness  are  direct  gains.   The  national  losses  are  potential. 
The  two  cannot  be  compared.   Not  only  are  the  direct  gains 
usually  larger  the  the  potential  losses,  but  the  direct 
gains  will  likely  occur  whereas  the  potential  losses  may 
never  occur. 

Local  losses  are  just  transfers  from  one  region  of  the 
state  to  another.   There  is  no  net  loss  if  1  job  is  lost 
in  one  place  since  if  there  is  a  demand  for  whatever  that  job 
would  have  produced  it  will  be  produced  somewhere  else, 

Both  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  have  direct  benefits 
in  excess  of  direct  costs.   Thus  the  nation  can  be  made 
better  off  by  designation. 

Also  note  that  when  the  document  says  some  dollar  amount 
of  investment  will  be  lost  if  designation  occurs  they  are 
committing  a  sunk  cost  fallacy.   Once  you  make  the  range 
improvement,  whatever  happens  in  the  future, you  cannot 
change  the  fact  the  investment  has  been  made.   The  commitment  of 
resources  occurs  when  the  investment  was  made  and  designation  as 
wilderness  does  not  change  tms. 

Hope  these  comments  are  helpful. 


Appendix  B 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


COLORADO  NAJUSM  A8EAS  PROGRAM 

Ndlural  HrnMKi'  Invt-nllirv 

D^nvrr.  ColiK.irio  802n] 
PHon*.  0031  *W,.  5807 


MEMORANDUM 


REPLY  FOR 
INVENTORY  DATA  REQUEST 


D  Mont  Pmcot 


TO:  Carse   Pustmueller 

FROM:      J.    Scott   Peterson,    Botanist 
Beth  P.   Lap  in,    Zoologist 
William  L.    Baker,    Plant   Ecologist 


DATE: 


Plant   Communities    (PC) 
Aquatic   Ecosystems    (AQ) 
Special  Plants    (SP) 


Special  Animals    (SA) 
Geologic  Features    (GF) 


REQUEST  NO. 
SPECIAL  PLANTS: 


rnlnridn     mirl.ma..     B.f.wrHllHI     Lilt'. 


None  of  the  WSA's  are  known  to  contain  any  taxa  of  national  or  potential 
national  significance.   This  statement  is  based  up^n  the  fact  that  none 
of  these  areas  have  been  surveyed  to  any  degree  for  Special  Plants.   With 
the  lack  of  knowledge  regarding  the  flora  on  some  of  these  areas,  it  would 
not  be  improbable  to  state  that  previously  unknown  taxa  might  occur  there. 
Various  plant  species   of  Special  Concern  that  could  be  found  here  include 
the  following: 

050-014+017  Upper  4  Lower  Grape  Creek  Penstemon  degeneri 

USFWS  Category  2;  Colorado  Endemic 
Erlogonum  brandegei 

USFWS  Category  2;  Colorado  Endemic 

Gllla  pentstemonoldes 
Colorado  Endemic 

Astragalus  mlctocymbus 

USFWS  Category  2;  Colorado  Endemic 

Penstemon  yampaensis 

USFWS  Category  2;  Colorado  Endemic 

010-007A+007C  Black  Mt.  &  Windy  Gulch      Astragalus  detrltalls 

Regional  Endemic 


0-208+241  Handles  &  Red  Cloud 
Peaks 


010-003 


Skull  Creek 


-#*ff  fc 
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Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City    CO    81212 


Dear  Mr.  Albright: 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  83-61 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


We  are  writing  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  the  Browns  Canyon  Wilderness  Study  Area 
(CO-050-002) .   For  the  reasons  outlined  below,  we  support  the 

BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  A,  which  would  designate  6,614  acres 

as  wilderness . 

Browns  Canyon  is  still  largely  in  its  undisturbed 
natural  state.   Except  for  a  few  dirt  roads  and  one  or  two  signs, 
there  is  no  evidence  of  any  alteration  of  the  original  environ- 
ment.  The  railraod  that  borders  the  west  side  of  the  proposed 
area  and  follows  the  Arkansas  River  is  not  visible  from  most  of 
the  area  and  is  quickly  left  behind  once  you  turn  into  the  side 
canyons. 

Browns  Canyon's  rugged  terrain  and  deep,  steep  canyons  offer 
outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude.   In  fact,  during  a  recent 
hike  on  a  beautiful  Sunday,  we  did  not  see  anyone  else  in  the  area. 
As  we  worked  our  way  down  through  the  underbrush  into  Little 
Cottonwood  Creek  Canyon,  and  later  picked  a  path  along  Spring 
Gulch,  we  felt  very  isolated  and  quite  removed  from  the  pressures 
of  human  society. 

In  addition  to  naturalness  and  opportunities  for  soli- 
tude. Browns  Canyon  offers  a  variety  of  outstanding  recreational 
opportunities.   The  rugged,  dry  terrain  does  not  offer  easy  going  for 
the  ill-prepared,  but  challenges  its  visitors  in  ways  that  are  difficult 
to  duplicate  in  more  forgiving  environments. 

Browns  Canyon  is  also  valuable  wilderness  for  several 
additional  reasons.   The  natural  and  varied  ecosystems  offer  excellent 
study  opportunities  for  biologists,  botanists,  geologists,  and 
other  professional  and  amateur  naturalists.   Browns  Canyon  is  also 
in  an  excellent  location  for  a  wilderness.   Nearby  roads  provide 
access,  yet  only  actually  border  the  area  in  a  few  places.   White- 
water travel  down  the  Arkansas  River  offers  alternative  access  to 
Browns  Canyon.   In  addition,  the  area  is  bordered  on  the  east  by 
the  Aspen  Ridge  Roadless  Area,  which  is  currently  a  good  wilderness 
buffer,  and  may  eventually  lead  to  an  enlargement  of  the  wilderness 
area.   And  finally,  we  have  attached  photographs  from  a  trip  last 
spring  in  order  to  let  Browns  Canyon  speak  for  itself. 


83-61 


Because  of  all  of  these  wilderness  values,  plus  the  lack  of 
wilderness  management  problems,  the  Browns  Canyon  Area  is  extremely 
well  suited  for  wilderness  designation.   The  designation  is  especially 
appropriate  because  of  the  lack  of  known  mineral  values.   We 
therefore  support  Preferred  Alternative  A. 

Please  add  this  comment  to  the  Hearing  Record  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 


Senator  Gary  Hart 
Senator  Bill  Armstrong 
Representative  Pat  Schroeder 


Margaret  Leavitt 


Alan  Lilly 

140  S.  Lafayette 

Denver    CO    80209 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  84-62 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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SIERRA  CLUB 

Pikes  Peak  Group 

CONSERVATION  CHAIRMAN 

3113  Marion  Drive 

Colorado  Springs,    Colorado     80909 


December  2,  1982 

Mr.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1^70 

Canon  City,   Colorado     81212 


Dear  Jacki 

Enclosed  please  find  information  supplementary  to  my  testimony  at 
the  October  12  hearings.     Please  Include  these  comments  in  the 
hearing  record   for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement   for  the 
Canon  City  District.     I  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  my  previous 
testimony. 

BROWNS  CANYON 

The  Pikes  Peak  Group  of  Sierra  Club  strongly  supports  the  Bureau's 
recommendation  of  a  6.61U  acre  Browns  Canyon  Wilderness  Study  Area 
as  suitable  for  Wilderness.     Existing  wild  values.  In  this  ruggnd 
and  geologically  interesting  terrain,  are  high.     Developing  resources, 
especially  timber,   would  be  difficult,   expensive,   and  enviroruaentally 
destructive.     The  area's  best  condition  is  as  It  currently  exists,  as 
wilderness.     We  recommend  that  the  Bureau  Initiate  proceedings  to 
establish  a  joint  management  policy  with  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National 
Forest  on  Forest  Lands  adjacent  to  Browns  Canyon.     We  hope  this 
policy  would  protect  Browns  Canyon's  wild  resources  so  Intimately 
tied  to  the  Forest  lands  in  the  Aspen  Ridge  area. 

McINTYRE  HILLS 

After  much  deliberation,   we  propose  that  this  unit,  as  it  meets  all 
of  the  criteria  for  designated  Wilderness,   should  be  found  suitable. 
The  Bureau's  Alternative  C   (15; 306  acres)"  xijl  provide  for  a  pristine 
Wilderness. 
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LOWER  GRAPE   CREEK  -   UPPER  GRAPE   CREEK 

He  disagree  strongly  with  the  Bureau's  non-recommendation  of  the 
Lower  Grape  Creek  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 
After  spending  many  hours  In  field  study  In  these  areas,  ho 
definitely  find  high  qualities  of  solitude  and  scenery,  primitive 
recreation  potential  and  unique  historical  elements,  wildlife 
habitat  and  overall  wild  condition  —  all  of  which  convince  us  of 
the  Importance  of  wilderness  protection  for  the  units. 
In  contrast  to  high  wilderness  values,  the  developable  resource 
potential  of  the  units  are  low  and  do  not  present  the  Impediment 
to  suitability  the  Bureau  claims.     Area  mineral  values  are  of  "little 
economic  potential"   with  "most  of  the  good  copper  prospects  In  the 

Grape  Creek  area already  patented",  according  to  the  Environmental 

Impact  Statement-cited  Coker  Mineral  Study.     We  feel  that  the  small 
scale  range  Improvements  suggested  by  the  EIS  couM  In  large  part  be 
established  by  means  compatible  with  Wilderness.     Spring  developments 
and  fences  currently  exist  within  Wilderness,  so  why  not  In  Grape 
Creek?     The  same  Is  even  more  true  for  stream  habitat  Improvements. 
These  activities  and  Wilderness  are  not  mutually  exluslve. 


Based  on  our  studies,   we  would  recommend  two  small  boundary  changes, 
one  In  each  Wilderness  Study  Area  (see  map).     In  Lower  Crape  Creek, 
we  propose  deletion  of  about  ^00  acres  west  of  Sunset  City  Gulch 
due  to  existing  man-made  Impact. 

In  Upper  Grape  Creek  (and  as  propped  in  Alternatives  C  and  D),  we 
recommend  deletion  of  about  200  acres  which  surround  the  units  only 
lnholdlngs,   thus  eliminating  lands  conflicts.     As  we  propose,  acreage 
for  Lower  Grape  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  should  be  approximately 
10,750  acres  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area  should  be 
approximately  10,000  acres. 


BEAVER  CREEK 

We  are  very  pleased  with  the  Bureau's  suitability  recommendations 
for  Beaver  Creek.  The  outstanding  wilderness  qualities  of  this 
Wilderness  Study  Area  have  long  been  recognized  by  both  the  Bureau 
and  our  Group,  among  others.  Beaver  Creek's  outstanding  wildlife 
and  fishery,  Its  remarkable  canyons  and  ridges,  fine  opportunities 
for  solitude  and  pristine  wilderness  so  close  to  urban  populations 
make  the  area  one  of  the  most  outstanding  Wilderness  candidates  on 
any  public  lands  In  Colorado. 

We  are  please^  too,  that  the  city  of  Colorado  Springs  has  suspended 
its  opposition  to  a  Beaver  Creek  wilderness,  pending  the  outcome 
of  Clean  Air  legislation.     This  reinforces  our  belief  that  there  is 
no  conflict  between  Beaver  Creek's  Class  II  air  designation  and 
future  appropriate  development  in  Colorado  Springs.      Recently, 
the  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments  has  taken  a  similar 
stand  In  supporting  Beaver  Creek  Wilderness. 
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There  seem  few  reasons,   however,    for  the  Bureau's  preferred  alternative 
recommending  only  1?,000  acres.     The  lands  proposed  for  exclusion, 
almost  U,000  acres,  are  pristine,   scenic,   and  both  ecologically  and 
geologically  an  integral  part  of  the  unit.     With  high  soil  erosion 
potential  and  relatively  little  economic  gain  for  timbering  the 
proposed  exclusion,  we  feel  there  is  no  reason  to  exclude  these 
otherwise  suitable  lands  from  Wilderness  considerations. 
There  are  sound  reasons  for  the  boundary  deletions,  totaling  four, 
as  outlined  by  the  Bureau  in  Alternative  C.      We  support  these  and 
propose  a  20,750  acre  Wilderness  Study  Area  as  suitable. 

SAMP  CASTLE 

We  support  the  Bureau's  suitable  recommendation  of  the  Sand  Castle 

Wilderness  Study  Area  units  totaling   1,644  acres.     The  resources 

they  share  with  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument  Wilderness 

make  them  logical  additions  to  the  Wilderness  System. 

SAW  LUIS  HILLS 

While  not  containing  the  spectacular  interior  scenery  of  Beaver  Greek 
or  Grape  Creek,  San  Luis  HlLLs  Wilderness  Study  Area  is  still 
undeniably  Wilderness  and  should  be  found  suitable,  we  feel.     The 
unit  has  unique  and  unusual  qualities  not  found  elsewhere  among  the 
Wilderness  Study  Areas.      It's  volcanic  geology  and  the  presence  of 
the  rare  fescue  mountain  muhly  prairie  vegetation  classification 
distinguish  this  area  from  most  other  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
Colorado.     The  geographic  placement  of  the  unit  in  the  San  Luis  Valley 
and  the  resultant  surrounding  scenery  add  another  unusual  dimension, 
for  nowhere  else  in  Colorado  can  the  recreationist  find  the  visual 
experience  offered  by  San  Luis  Hills. 

In  addition,  the  area  meets  all  of  the  basic  criteria  for  a  designated 
Wilderness.      Despite  the  unit's  relatively  small  size  we  feel  its 
configuration  allows  for  a  manageable  Wilderness  unit.      In  order  to 
improve  manageability,   we  support  the  boundaries  of  the  Bureau's 
Alternatives  C  and  D,    for  a  total  acreage  017,440. 

In  summary,  the  Pikes  Peak  Croup  of  Sierra  Club's  proposal  for 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  the  Canon  City  District  includes  at   least 
portions  of  all  studied  areas.     The  criteria  used  to  establish  and 
study  these  units  arG  derived  from  the  Wilderness  Act  itself.      We 
feel  that  all  of  the  units  more  than  meet  the  Act's  criteria  for 
suitability  and  should  be  recommended  to  Congress  for  designation. 
These  Wilderness  Study  Areas  would  all  be  positive  additions  to  the 
Wilderness  Preservation  System,  To  recommend  them  is  to 

allow  them  to  become  part   of  one   of  our  nation's  most  rapidly 
dwindling  resources  —  truly  wild  lands. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  H.   Stansfield,   Jr.      Conservation  Chairman,  Pikes  Peak  Group 

Sierra  Club 
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RESPONSE  ID  LETTER  85-70 

Response  1 

There  would  be  little  advantage  to 
drawing  the  northwestern  boundary 
along  Sunset  City  Gulch  since  this 
would  not  omit  the  portion  of  the  WSA 
along  Goat  Park  and  Marsh  Gulch,  which 
has  the  cumulative  impacts  of  man. 

Also  the  suggested  boundary,  which 
only  omits  the  land  wast  of  Sunset 
City  Gulch,  would  not  present  any- 
different  issues  or  impacts  than  are 
currently  addressed  in  the  all 
wilderness  alternative.     The  partial 
wilderness  alternative  is  addressed 
only  to  allow  analysis  of  these 
differences,  not  as  a  recommendation. 

Response  2 

This  WSA  is  made  up  of  four  separate 
parcels,  which  are  up  to  6  miles 
apart.     If  designated  wilderness,  they 
would  not  provide  logical  additions  to 
the  existing  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  boundary,  but  rather  would 
add  irregularly  shaped  and  sometimes 
narrow  extensions  protruding  from  the 
existing  wilderness.    As  a  result, 
they  would  be  difficult  to  administer 
as  wilderness  (see  Map  2-9). 

Recently  Park  Service  staff  have 
noticed  higher  levels  of  0RV  use  in 
and  around  the  WSA  than  either  the 
Park  Service  or  ELM  personnel  ware 
previously  aware.     This  ORV  use  would 
be  difficult  to  exclude  under 
wilderness  designation  because  of 
boundary  identification  problems 
related  to  the  shifting  sands. 

As  a  result  of  this,  and  comments  from 
the  National  Park  Service  concerning 
difficulties  of  wilderness  management 
in  the  Sand  Castle  WSA  and  because  the 
area  would  provide  no  significant 
addition  to  the  scenic,   scientific, 
cultural,  or  recreational  uses  of  the 
national  monument,   the  proposed  action 
for  this  WSA  has  been  changed  from 
Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 
Designation  to  Alternative  B  -  No 
Wilderness  Designation.     This  wsuld 
result  in  1,644  acres  not  being 
recommended  for  designation. 
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TESTMONY  OF  JOHN  STANSFIELD,  CONSERVATION  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  PIKES  PEAK 
GROUP  OF  SIERRA  CLUB,  AT  WILDERNESS  HEARINGS  ON  CANON  CITY  DISTRICT, 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS.    OCTOBER  1962 


I  am  John  Stansfield,   Conservation  Chairman  for  the  more  than  ^50 
members  of  the  Pikes  Peak  Group  of  Sierra  Club  living  in  southeast 
Colorado,      Our  organization  has  a  long-standing  interest  in  the  wild 
lands  of  the  Canon  City  District  of  BLfl,  dating  back  more  than  ten 
years  to  the  time  of  our  Group's  first  hike  into  Beaver  Creek.      Since 
that  time  members  of  our  Group  have  hikqj    enjoyed,,  and   studied  all  of 
the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (MSA's)    (save  Sand  Castle,   I  believe)    in 
question  at  these  hearings.     We  have  also  actively  participated  in 
Lane  Use  Planning  processes  and  decision-making  on  the  District  over 
the  past  decade  and  have  hiked  and  enjoyed  many  of  the  non-selected 
initial  Inventory  and  intensive  inventory  areas  here  since  the 
inception  of  the  BLM   Wilderness  Process  four  years  ago.      {I  personally 
have  been  privileged  to  be  a  member  of  the  Canon  City  District  Citizens 
Advisory  Board  for  two  years  during  the  Wilderness  evaluation.) 
District  staff  members  have  several  times  presented  informational 
updates  of  the  Wilderness  process  to  our  members  at   our  Group's 
general  meetings. 

And  so,  we  feel  well  qualified  and  informed  to  comment  on  the 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  the  Canon  City  District  and  to  make  our  own 
recommendations  regarding  their  future  determination.      First,   we  wish 
to  thank  the  staff  of  the  District  for  their  generally  excellent  job  of 
public   involvement   and    information  distribution   throughout   the   inventory 
and   study  processes.     Their  efforts  are  much  appreciated  by  our  Group. 
Their  fine    field  research  is  one   of  the  bases  for  our  conclusions  about 
the  WSA's. 
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JOHN  STANSFIELD,  WILDERNESS  HEARINGS  ON  CANON  CITY  DISTRICT 

BLH  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS.  OCTOBER  1982 '  Page  2 


At  these  hearings  we  Intend  tp  present  a  capsule  view  of  our 
proposal,  the  Sierra  Club's  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  USA's.  In 
addition,  we  Intend  to  make  a  few  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (KB)  as  prepared  by  BLM  and  the  analysis  It  contains. 
We  Intend  to  present  more  complete  supplementary  comments  In  writing 
for  the  Hearing  Record  at  a  later  date. 

Although  this  EIS  (or  any  other:)  will  never  be  on  the  best 
seller  list,  It  is  generally  clearly  written  and  well-Illustrated. 

This  is  very  helpful  to  us  and  appreciated.  The  Pike/San  Isabel 

National  Forest  could  take  some  lessons  from  the  BLH  In  this  area. 

However,  several  Important  aspects  in  the  Unit  by_  Unit  Description 

of  Environment  are  missing  or  inadequate: 

(1)  Hissing  In  the  Recreation  section  is  the  important  statement 
that  the  WSA's  are  generally  accessible  year-round  to  foot  and  horse- 
back travel,  a  rare  attribute  in  Colorado  wilderness! 

(2)  Inadequate  in  the  Recreation  section  are  recreation  day 
figures  which  seem  questionably  accurate.  For  example,  280  recreation 
days  per  year  for  Beaver  Creek  Is  far  below  what,  from  our  experience, 
is  actual  use.  It  may  be  two  or  three  times  that  stated  by  BLM.  Of 
course,  more  accurate  recreation  use  figures  will  also  strongly  effect' 
economic  values  attributed  to  WSA's. 

(3)  Inadequate  in  the  Wilderness  section  is  the  relevancy  of 
vegetative-type  comparisons  based  on  the  Bally-Kuchler  ecosystem.  The 
classifications  tend  to  be  so  broad  as  to  ignore  Important  vegetative 
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JOHN  STANSFIELD,   WILDERNESS  HEARINGS  ON  CANON  CITY  DISTRICT, 

BLH  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS.    OCTOBER  1982 Page  J 


aspects  of  the  areas.     For  example,  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek  may 
fall  in  the  class  as  stated,  but  this  does  not  indicate  that  its 
vegetative  composition,  and  thus  Its  visual  aspects,  Is  unlike  any 
other  area  in  Colorado.     The  area  is  unique  among  Colorado  wilderness 
and  WSA's, 

It  is  In  the  BLM's  Recommended  Alternative  that  Individual 
resources  are  compared  and  recommendations  made.     In  the  analysis  of 
Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  and  San  Luis  Hills,  we  feel  that  BLH  has 
tended  to  deemphaslze  the  wilderness  values  existing  in  these  areas  in 
comparison  to  developable  resources,  such  as  minerals,  and  projects. 
Our  wilderness  sum  total  for  these  areas  comes  out  higher  that  BLM's 
for  numerous  reasons.     We  feel  that  the  Grape  Creeks  and  San  Luis 
Hills  qualify  for  Wilderness  recommendation.     The  information 
provided  in  the  Draft  EIS  justifies  our  viewpoint. 

Our  proposal  for  each  area  is  as  followsi 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  86-72 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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Canyon  City   District,    3W 

J  ,U    Pox    1470 

Can-on   City,    CO   f$1?1f 

"oscl j  nd    "c'Glsllan  . 
48"^  Marine 
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Comments   on  Canon  City  Piatrtct  '.v'ilderoflfj 
Amendment 


il  .inning 


The    following      is   my    complete    statement,    which    I    summnri zed 
In   testimony  at   the;  October  14  hearing   in  Colorado  Cprinrs. 
1    request   that   it  be  marie  part  of   the  hearing  record. 

I   would    first  like   to  exoresn  my  appreciation  of  Mr. 
Albright's   efforts   to   provide    the    public   with   a   readable 
document ,    in    the    form    of   a    larper ,    mo-pfi    accessible    format. 
While   ch-tnges    in   tbir-   direction  arc   certainly  welcomed  ,    I 
discovered    in   the   process   of   carrying   the   document  around    a 
great  deal,    that   the   ease   of   reading   it  was   somewhat   counter- 
balanced   by   the   difficulty   of   fitting   it    in   to  brief cases 
and    such.      1    greatly  appreciate    the   gesture    in    the   right 
direction,    however. 


]  would  1 
m<=nd  ationo 
and  for  i  fcp 
these  arean 
suitable  recom: 
Can  Luis  Fills 
to  a  prod  i 
the   :'i,ri. 


ike    to    commend    the    RUM    for    its    wilderness    recom- 
Boavor  Crpek,    Rrown's   Canyon,    and   Sand    Castle, 
cognition    of   the   outstanding  wilderness  values 
ntain.    However,    1    a-      d i saspointed    in    the    un- 
mendations   on   Upper  and    Lower   Grape   Creeks, 
,   and    Mclntyre   Hlltft,   due    primarily   I    feel 
ition   to   prior  manafr^ment   plans    on'  the    part   of 

to   BLrl 
Despite    FLi'MA's   mandate/to    consider  wi lderness    values 
of    its    potential    wilderness    areas    on   an    equal    basis   with    non- 
wilderness   values,    this  document   betrays   a   basic   biss    toward 
intensive  management   options  and    productivity,    rtbor   than   a 
full  acknowledgement   of    the   significance   of  natural    process 
left   to   themselves . 

The   best   example   of   this    is    the   Draft   KK;1    treatment 
of  Upper  and    Lower  Gr^pe   Creeks.      Throughout   this   section  we 
find    the   double  negative   phrase    repeatedly   that  wilderness 
designation  would    "lose    potential    increases    in"   various   resources, 
timher,   OPV    use,   wildlife,    etc.,   without   there   being  a   comparable 
reference   to   the   projected    looses    of  wilderness   values    (species 
diversity,    solitude,   natural   plant   communities,    etc.)    resulting 
from   non-wilderness   status. 
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example,    there 


I  Cure 


In    the    chart    on    p.    10,    f0 
sho-'inK   I01.8M    in   ORV    usee    due    to   wilderness  "designs  t  i  on ,    but 
no  eorrfspon-fin;  figure*  showing  losses   in  back-country 

;  °f 'on  d»e,  tr   ^   rr»senre   or  CBV's  and    other  non-wilder- 
'    ,U1K\    Likewise,    in   thp   unit  by  unit  analyst.-   starting   on 
i'2™  ?f-th°   wilde™fi"  <">"   wildlife  aeetirms   oncn   with 

a   phrase   explaining  the   negative   impact  of  wilderness  status 
nn,    for  example,    future   timber  harvest  plans,   wildlife  habitat 
manipulation    ,.!„„,    rather    than    stressing    the   wilderness 
values    which   it    would     protect.    .    on    page    70,    the    wildlife 
2*°?i™ t°n   "PP»r  <!mpo  Creek  starts   by  saying:    "Wilderness 
do.  ^nation  would    have   significant  adverse   long  to™    impart:-, 
on    improvements   of   terrestrial  wildlife   habitat,"    rather  than 
,-tarting  with   the  wilderness   values  which  would   he   preserved 

I    recommend    that   the   W.JZ   bo   rewritten    to   eorrect   this 
strcm*  negative    bias,    both    in    phrasing   and    in    content,    in 

llttl,    VTVlLV%th    th°    J™   Wil<!*™^    "tW^    lolicy   wh  eh 
states   that  wilderness   values    in  an  area  beinir  declared  un- 
suitable  shall   be   evaluated    in    the   same  manner  as    In  an  area 
being  recommended   as   suitable. 


foregone 
fishini 
area.      A 
do   not  h 
to   re  pre 
wilderne 
up   thes 
will    be 
tile  avai 


t  of   the   resources  which  are  said    in    the    DK1,    to  be 
by  wilderness  designation,    timber,   OU't   use,  minerals, 
and   hunting,    are   plentifully   available    in   the   surrnundtne 
3    m    clear  from    the   nh.rts,    Upper  and    Lower  Crape   Creek     ' 
ave    hir-h    enough    potential    in   any   of    these    resources 
sent  a   siflnlgieant   loss,   were    it         to   be  designated 
s.    The    BM    ha:-    not    sho- n   a    compelling   need    to  "open 
resources    in   an    area   where    critical    wilderness    values 
foregone,   based   on  a  comparative   region  wide   study  of 
lability   of    these    resources. 


Likewise,    to    lay    the 
vious   from   the  conclusions 


transparent 


mneral-    anruincn  t    to    re-t,    it    is    ob- 
of    the    Coker  Minerals    otudy   that 
this   area  has   no  minerals   in   commercial    quantities    (see  attached 
•;™m;irj;'-      Therefore,    it  seems   clear   that  any    justification' 
for  a   non-wilderness    recommendation    Tor   neper   and    Lower  Crane 
'.reek   based    on   a  minerals   argument    would    be 
capitulation   to  minerals   interests. 

Vhe  more    tailing   mason   for   the   non-wilderness    recommend  -it  I 
of    the    Wf.j    s,    although    never   expressly    sxated    in    the    UsIV.,    are 
plans   contained    in    the   l'.anaEemnnt   Framework    flan    intended    to 
improve    grazing,    timber,    ORV    use,    fishing,    and    fame    habitat. 
rtany  of   these   "improvements"   would    require   road  'building  and 
use    of  heavy  machinery,    causing  significant   Impacts    to  scenery, 
solitude,    opportunities    far  back-country   recreation,   and    other 
wilderness  values.      Mot   only  are   such    uses    incompatible   with 
wilderness   values   per  so,   but  are   seemingly   in   conflict  with  at 
least   one   of   theresources    they  are   intended    to   promote— wild- 
life.   Noise   and    surface  disturbance  associated   with   wildlife 
habitat  manipulation    is    unlikely  to    increase    the   big  game 
much    less      the   wide  diversity  of  nongame  wildlife   in   these 
areas. 


species 


Tb°se    prior  management    plan 
the   wilderness    study  as    Is   shown    in    th 
very    little    from    them. The    final    -""■   -•- 
has  been    weighed    on'i.  ts    own 
io  XU  rt  PP. 


meri  ts 


rath 


the    driving    foree    behind 
son  el  us  i  oils,    which    diffe 

show   th't  wilderness 
than  as   an  a  rtcrtboiw-H 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  87-75 

Response  1 

Although  trie  DEIS  did  show  losses  of 
potential  increases,  this  FEIS  only- 
shows  direct  losses  or  increases. 

Several  changes  from  the  DEIS  have 
been  made  in  this  FEIS  that  respond  to 
all  of  these  connents. 


Response  2 


The  Coker  report  covered  a 
225-square-rrrile  area  where  the 
prospects  for  discovery  of  significant 
mineral  resources  are  generally  low; 
however,  the  potential  is  identified 
in  both  the  Coker  report  (introduction 
and  conclusion/suonary)  and  the 
Barringer  Resources  investigation.     In 
particular  the  following  areas  within 
and  adjacent  to  the  Lower  Grape 
CreekWSA  were  identified  as  having 
mineral  potential :     Green  Mountain 
Mine;  2)  Copper  Gulch;  3)  Horseshoe 
Mine;  4)  Goat  Park;  5)  Sunset  City;  6) 
El  Plomo  Mine;  7)  Columbine  Mine;  8) 
Copper  Girl  and  Valley  View.    Although 
currently  delineated  ore  reserves  are 
inadequate  to  engage  in  active 
developments  at  this  time,  the 
potential  for  development  and 
discovery  is  quite  evident.     The 
developed  workings  identified  in  the 
Coker  reports  are  for  the  most  part 
confined  to  the  upper  oxidized  portion 
of  the  deposit  and  very  little  is 
known  concerning  the  mineralization  at 
depth.     For  these  reasons  and  the 
favorable  depositional  environment  of 
the  area  as  identified  'by  E.  W. 
Heinrich  in  "Precambrian  Tungsten  and 
Copper-Zinc  Skam  Deposits  of 
South-Central  Colorado"  the  area  was 
identified  as  having  potential  for 
mineralization. 

Response  3 

The  impacts  of  any  projects, 
activities,  or  road  construction  on 
all  resources  including  wildlife  and 
wilderness  are  considered  in  this  FEIS. 


McClell&I)   Comments 
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It    is    this   question    of    BIK'3    plans    for  habitat    improve- 
ment  whicn   poses    the  most   interesting  dilemma   for  a   conserva- 
tionist, as   theoretically  the   improvement   of  forage   la  a  common 
goal.      Aside    from    the    problem    that   non-wilderness    status      invites 
a  plethora  of  other  more  damaging  uses        such  as   timber  and 
minerals   development,    the    concept   of   habitat  management   is 
intrinsically  counter  to  the   concept  of  wilderness. 

Walking  through  Lower  Grape  Creek   on  a  spring  morning, 
and   passing  through  the   pools  and  waterfalls   of  the   Tights, 
one   feels  above  all   that   this   is  a  place   "where  earth  and 
its    community   of   life   are    untrammeled    by  man,    where   man    is 
a  visitor  ''md    does    not    remain,   an   area  which   has    been   affected 
primarily   by    -he    forces    of   nature."  (JtyfA   Wilderness   Act) 

rtLM's   view,    as   expressed    in    the    DEIu,    is    tlv  t   an   area 
r-.uch   .'i:'   Upper  and    Lower  Crape   Creek    can,    through   man's  (benign  7) 
intervention,    suffer   its  ecologi  cal   balances   and    relationships 
to   bo    taken   apart,    rearranged,    put  back  together,    and    perhaps 
Oven    improved    on. 

In    the    ease    of  Upper  and    Lower  Gr^pe   Creek,    the    small   size 
of  the  nre.-is   relative   to   BLM  acreage   region-wide    (which   remains 
available    for   3i,i  's    intensive  management   plans),    alone,  would 
■  irgue    in   favor  of   preservation.      Only  half   of   the   8%   of   Colo- 
rnd'o's    land    n^a  which   qualifies   as   wilderness    is    currently 
protected .V areas    like    Grape   Creek   and   Melntyre   Fills,    which 
fern   a   nartj^of    this    remaining,    unprotected    wilderness. 

(Wc    cannot   sfford    to   lose) 

More   and   more   such    pristine   areas   will    come    to   be   seen 
ns   islands   of  natural  diversity,  as  surrounding  regions   become 
developed.      Kven    if  all    the    R'W   W.IA'S    in    the    state   were   desig- 
nated   wildnrnes,    they  would    come   to   only   9%   of   BLM's   Colorado 
domnin   and    only  1%   of  Colorado's      land    area.    J-reserving   so 
few   remnants    of   our   natural    heritage    for   future   generations 
does  not  seem  like  too  much   to  ask. 

Spec  i  f i  c    Comments 

1.    >'hile   generallv    in   ngreomont   with    RJiM's    Reaver  Oreek    re- 
commendation,   J     feel    that    the   ecological    integrity   of    the   area 
reouirrs    the    inclusion    of   the    4000  acres   south    of   the   Colbert 
drainage.    The    timber  values    of   this   section   are    low,    and    far 
outweighed    by   the   benefits    to   geologic,    recreational   and    wild- 
life  resources  this   inclusion  would  allow.     1    recommend   .'.It.   C 

for  Beaver   ^reek. 

I'hoUW.i'fl    recreation  day   figures    of   ?80   recreation  days    per  year 
*W  ton    low. 

*>.    1    am    pleased    the    Wl   nffirned    its    earlier   recognition    of 
,-rn,.:n'.-   finnyon   ns   a     quality    primitive   area  through    its   wilderness 
recommendat i  on. 

1.    Jn    th-    c,-i-p    of   :;and    Castle,    wilderness   designation   of    this 

tiny ,    1  ,C44    iero    uni  t  nicely   rounds   out  nnd    complnm'"'nts   the   ad  jacent 

-seat   -and    Punes    Fational   Monument. 


'lei]  an    cerumen  (■„.' 
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5.  The  final  D'-'I.'  should  include  references  to  studies  showing 
that  in  fact  the  typos  of  vegetative  manipulation  being  planned 
by  the  BLM  to  improve  deer  and  turkey  populations  will  indeed 
lead  to  significant  increases  in  these  populations.   Also  a 
statement  needs  to  be  made  as  to  whether  the  limiting  factor 
of  winter  range  has  been  taken  Into  account  in  these  projections 


1   resources 


6 .  .< i  th    recent    cutbacks    in    BLM    funding    for  non-commer__ 
how   do   we   know   that    funding   for   these   elaborate   and    ambitious 
plans,   will   be    there   when   the    time    comes?      In  a   time   of    uncertain 
future    funding,   wilderness  m <nag9ment   could    be    the   most   efficient, 
cheapest   way    to    conserve   resources. 

7.  wilderness   designation    promotes    the    long-term   viability 
of  more   of   the  multiple    uses    (habitat,    watershed,    scenery, 
species   diversity,    cultural,   history,    scientific   resources, 
grazing,    hunting,    prim  itive    recreation,    natural    plant    communities) 
than    it   restricts.      Non-wilderness   status   leaves   an   area   open 
to  minerals   development   and    timbering,   which    can  be   seen   as 
single   uses,    since   they  preclude  other  uses. 

8.  Traditionally   the  BLM  has  seen  its  lands   primarily  as  serving 
human      purposes.      The   Canyon   City  DSIf.   reflects    this   attitude   and 
needs    to   be    rewritten   to   better   conform   with    the    intent   of    the 
BLM   Wilderness    Study   Policy  which   states    :    "In   addition   to    it3 
value   as   a   setting   for   primitive   recreation   or  solitude,    wilderness 

can  also   provided   range    of   benefits    to   orther  multiple    resource  -,*-» 

valuer, water  quality,   wildlife  habitat,   etc".(F*Vol   47,#23,2/3/S?  ,5106) 

9.  To   what   extent  would    "potential    increases    in   wildlife"    pro- 
duced  by   these    improvements   be    offset   by   the    timber,    ORV,   and 
possible   mineral    usage    of   these  areas,    not    to-imention   by  the 
roading  and   mech&nerv   necessary    for  the    improvements    themselves? 
How  would    the   existing  diversity   of  wildlife   be   affected. 

10.  To  what   extent   could    the    improvements    proposed    by    the   BLM   be 
carried    out   within   the    wilderness   management   guidelines .through 
non-mechanized   methods.      Already    fencing      is   being  done    in    Upper 
Grape   Creek      through   labor-intensive    techniques. 

itat  improvement  plans  for  Upper  and  T^wer  Grape  Creek  are 
the  larger  Arkansas  Habitat  Management  llan,  wh'ch  covers 
acres,    region-wide.    'Hie    removal    of   Upper  and    Lower   Grape 

Melntyre   Hills,    and    Beaver  Creek,   and    Brown's   Canyon   from 

ans    would    remove    only   ll/>  of   the   acreage    from    this   plan. 

than   helng  a  detriment,   maintaining  ouch    preserves    of 

ly   occuring  wildlife   populations    is   not   only  advisable   as 
of  keeping  a  control  area  in  the  middle   of  widespread 
manipulation,   but  would    provide  a  refuge   for  bear  and 

n  lions  and   other  ranging  animals  escaping   from   the   impact* 

tat    improvement. 

I    sugr(:;;t    that   with    the   recommendation   for  wilderness   designation 
for  Upper -and    Lower   Grape   Creek,    the   BLM   consider   the   possibility 
1  I  closing   off   the    road    that   separates    them,' going   from   '.vest    1  lerce 
Gulch    to    Bear   Gulch    to    preserve    the    continuity    of    th«    two    aiva.;. 
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Response  4 

The  280  annual  recreation  days  of 
hiking,  backpacking,  and  fishing  shown 
in  the  DEIS  for  the  Beaver  Creek  WSA 
have  been  increased  to  700  annual 
recreation  days  in  the  FEIS.    This 
increase  from  the  DEIS  is  based  on 
more  recent  observations. 

Response  5 

Recently  Park  Service  staff  have 
noticed  higher  levels  of  ORV  use  in 
and  around  the  WSA  than  either  the 
Park  Service  or  BLM  personnel  were 
previously  aware.     This  ORV  use  would 
be  difficult  to  exclude  under 
wilderness  designation  because  of 
boundary  identification  problems 
related  to  the  shifting  sands. 

As  a  result  of  this,  and  comments  from 
the  National  Park  Service  concerning 
difficulties  of  wilderness  management 
in  the  Sand  Castle  WSA  and  because  the 
area  would  provide  no  significant 
addition  to  the  scenic,  scientific, 
cultural,  or  recreational  uses  of  the 
national  monument,  the  proposed  action 
for  this  WSA  has  been  changed  from 
Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 
Designation  to  Alternative  B  -  No 
Wilderness  Designation.     This  would 
result  in  1,644  acres  not  being 
recommended  for  designation. 

Response  6 

There  are  a  number  of  studies  on 
pinon-juniper  conversion  and  the 
effect  on  wildlife  (Short,  Evans,  and 
Packer,  1977;  Terral,  Spillett  1975; 
Scott,  Boeker,  1977;  Reynolds,  1964; 
Short,  McCullough,  1977;  USDA,  Forest 
Service,  1982). 

Winter  range  has  been  considered  in 
the  projection  of  wildlife  increases. 

Response  7 

To  meet  the  objectives  of  multiple  use 
management,  it  is  necessary  to  have 
these  plans  to  give  use  direction. 
Total  funding  for  all  projects  is 
rare;  however,  as  money  is  made 
available,  implementation  of  projects 
occurs  using  a  priority  listing  of 
these  projects  as  guidance. 


Response  8 

An  effort  has  been  made,  in  the  FELS, 
to  project  the  location  of  potential 
mines  or  resource  projects  and 
associated  access  roads .  Chapter  4 
discusses  the  impacts  of  these 
projects  on  wildlife  and  other 
resources. 

Response  9 

Some  projects  would  be  compatible  with 
wilderness  and  could,  therefore,  be 
constructed  whether  or  not  a  WSA  is 
designated  wilderness.  However,  some 
projects  may  be  more  expensive  to 
construct  in  a  wilderness  area  because 
of  necessary  mitigation  measures  or 
restrictive  access.  Other  projects 
may  be  very  difficult  to  do  without 
mechanical  equipment  to  carry 
materials  or  construct  the  project. 
When  the  level  of  difficulty  or  cost 
of  a  project,  such  as  aquatic  habitat 
improvement  projects,  reaches  a 
certain  level  it  is  no  longer  feasible 
to  construct. 

Response  10 

Wilderness  is  not  considered 
detrimental  to  wildlife  in  this 
docunent.    However,  the  present 
habit  >  t  condition  in  the  areas  is 
generally  poor  from  the  standpoint  of 
habitat  diversity.     In  some  areas  it 
is  planned  to  improve  the  habitat 
through  pinon-juniper  manipulation  so 
more  vegetation/habitat  types  are 
present;  e.g.,  mountain  shrub,  meadow, 
and  grassland.    Most  animals 
inhabiting  the  pinon-juniper  type  will 
have  suitable,  perhaps  improved, 
habitat  after  treatment,  provided 
areas  are  left  for  escape  cover  and 
edge  effect.     The  small  amount  of 
wilderness  study  areas  being  planned 
for  conversion  would  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  those  species 
such  as  black  bear,  which  prefer 
mature  pinon-juniper  forests. 
Generally  habitat  manipulation 
projects  that  increase  mule  deer 
populations  would  be  beneficial  to 
mountain  lion. 


5-103 


McCIlellan    comment  ; 
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14 


"everal  yearn/  sightings   of   i-'ald    ;agle?  and    Golden  Kaglss 

common  in    the   Grapn   Creek  rirea.     Although  not   reported 
c,    the  area  still  supports  a  variety  of  raptors,    including 
rie   falcons,   kestrel  falcons,   rod    tail  hawks,   and   coopers 
a .     The  area  al.io  contains  exopllnnt  potential   nesting 
a   for  thP  Peregrine    Pa  Icon.     Tmnacts   of  ORV   use,   the 
of  heavy  equipment   for  water  caelfflient,    timher  and   ot**rr 
acta,    on  these  and    other  species  ?re  not  adequately  ad- 
-ed    in   the   ,).'.l,~>. 

14.  Jill's   cost/benefit   figures   for   the  various  alternatives 
(eupsoi  lly  since    this   af facta   taxpayers)   should   be   included 
with   cost/benefits   to  the  private  sector. 

1rj.    Only    10;-   of  Hdntyre    Hills   contains    productive    timber 
resources.      Rather  than   forego  the  wilderness   resources   of 
tho   whole   area,    because    of    the   productivity   of   this    small 
portion,    I    recommend    partial   wilderness    recommendation,   Alter- 
native  C,    which   would    keep  approximately   half   of   this    timber 
resource   available    for  harvest,    while    preserving  the    outstan- 
ding  opportunities    for   solitude    this    area   offers. 

16. The  rflBI-Ij  proposes   increases   in  Crape  Creek   in  both  wildlife 
and  motorbike   use.     ^ince  both   uses   could   be   concentrated 
near  the    stream,    are    they  not  mutually   incompatible? 

17.  Except   for  the   oovious  historic  value   of  the   old   railroad 
bed   which   runs  alonp  Lower  Cirape   Creek,    the  DKIo   largely   omits 
reference    to   other  supplemental   scientific,    ecological,    find 
cduati  onal   values    these    units    contain. 

18.  Little    information   is   sniri    to    exist   on    the   amount   of 
archeological   resourcec   in  any  of  these  areas.   Apparently  the   required 
Class   II    Cultural    Resources    Inventory  has    not   been   performed. 

This   needs    to   be   remedied    before    release    of   the    Pinal   V.'il>. 
If   funding  cutbacks   arc   at    the   heart   of   this   deficiency,    this 
should   be  made  known   to   the   public 

15.  In  not    recommending  drape   Creek   and   Mclntyre   Hills    for 
wilderness,    the   Hii-'i  may  be   laboring  under  a     competitive  attitude 
with   the   Forest  iie.-vice   in  which     these  areas  are  not  seen  as 
"top   quality"   wilderness.      In   this    context    it    is    important   to 
remember   that   scenic   value    is    not   a   requirement    for  wild  ern ess, 
rnther   it   is   a   supplemental   value.Beingamong   the   very   few 
remaining   pristine   areas    in   Colorado,    offering   unusual      opportunities 
for  solitude  and  primitive   recreation,   all   theseV-.reas  merit 
wilderness  designation. 

P,Q,      \s   with    Prawn's    Canyon   and   Aspen    Ridge,    there    exists   a   future 
possibility   of      considering   Upper  End   Lower   Grape   Crrek   and    the 
adjoining  Tanner  1'eak  Forest  ..iorvice   RAfliSlI  area  as  a    jointly 
managed   wilderness  area.      I'LM  should    tat*  a   the   lead    in  this  by 
recommending   its    2   '/j'-A's    for  wilderness   designation.  . 

?1 ,    BLM    should    do  a   regional   annlysis    showing  whether    the      timber 
raising,   hunting,    fishing,   mi  nerals ,   and   ORV   resources   it   proposes 
to  develop   in    these    units    could    equally   well    he   generated    in   near- 
by  ireas   with    less    impact   on    unique   and    irreplaceable    resources. 


^.n'.nillan    cummer  ts    fi 
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22      Hespitfi    local    ooncems   about,   economic   losses   duo    to 
wilderness  designntion  of  :  m  Luis  Hills  v..!  ,   Jtronj  arguments 
favor  the   inclusion   of   this  VGA    in  the  S.  ♦.tonal  Wilderness 
Preservation  System,      t.a    one    of   only   two   unite,    represent  i  np, 
the   fescue  mountain  muhly  prairie  vegptation  classification 
in    the   state,   and    as    the    only    M.'-1   VI.;;,    in   south    central 
Colorado,    it   would    add    both   ecological    and    geographical 
diversity   to   stats   and    national   wilderness    areas. 

•"5      ->MI   Ulla   Hills   has   many   other    unique   attributes    qualifying 
it'for  wilderness  designation,   including     uplifted   exhumed 
volcanic   hills,    with    sweeping  vistas    of    the   ,,.ir   Luis    -.'alley, 
the   volcanic   domes    to    the    Couth    in   Sow   Bixleo  and    the   .-.fin 
Juans..      It   provides   the   only  cover  for  wildlife    in  many  miles, 
and    because    of   its   aridity   supports   a   pinyon- jumper  woodland 
at   :in   elevation  where    one   would    normally   expect   to    find    a 
conifer  succession. 

?l\       an   LIU.1  Hills  supports  a  wide  variety  of  wildlife,   antmooe, 
horned    lark,    ninyon    jay,    rock   dove,    -ay's   phoobe,   mountain 
chlcadees,    rcd-breasteri    nuthatches,   mountain   bluebirds,   wo    tern 
kingbirds,   kestrel,  marsh  hawk,   horned   owl,   red-tailed   haw*,   and 
golden   eagles. 

?5      .-an   Luis   fills    lends    itself   to  numerous    recreational 
opportunities      such   as   hiking  photography,    hunting,   wildlire 
observation,     etc.      It   «l<io    provides    off-season   backpacking 
opportunities   during    the    spring  and    fall   when    Korost   .crv.e 
areas   are   snow-hound. 

?S.    T    recommend    the    inclusion   of   ,,an   Luis    mils    in    BH'S 
suitable    recommendi' tion   with    the    ex>ption   of    the    lorth    Last 
portion   deleted    in   '.ltorna tives   C   and    n   which    is   more    impacted 
by   minerals   activities. 


iy- 

dcrness 


?7        Wilderness    use    in   Colorado    is    growing  by  8-10'--   annual 
With   some   wilderness   areas   already    over   used,    and    with   wll 
statewide  expected   to  roach   capacity   in  SC05,   Canyon  city 
wildouness   areas   are   needed    to   absorb    the    overflow   and    to  assure 
that   opportunities    for   solitude   and    wilderness     recreation 
exist   for   the   next    generation. 

28     Colorado's   1981    Outdoor   Recreation    ilan    indicates,   a   high 
need    for  wilderness    use    in    Regions    4   and    15,    comprising 
nearby   counties. 

sq        (it   a    preservation   value    of   ?81  .    per  acre    (Walsh   and    Loomis) 
Upper  and    Lower  Crape   Creek   are   worth   S175.50?    to   Colorado   Pitizon- 


Upper 

on   their  intrinsic 


wilderness  essence  alone. 


^0      The    DEI.     claim-.',    that   based    on   the    Bailey-K  uchler  system 
of'vegetatlon  classification,    these  vr.A's  do  not  odd   significantly 
to    the   diversity    of    the   wilderness     system. __    This    neglects,    the 


Response  11 

Closing  this  road  would  eliminate 
access  to  a  900-acre  infolding  of 
public  land  that  has  been  omitted  from 
the  WSA  because  of  mining  scars  and 
exploration  pits.     Currently  this 
road,  which  is  cut  and  filled  in 
several  places  and  maintained, 
provides  vehicle  accesf  to  these 
recently  worked  exploration  pits  and 
10  mining  claims.     In  addition  current 
fishing  use  totaling  over  100  annual 
angler  days  would  be  eliminated. 

Response  12 

Although  bald  eagles  and  golden  eagles 
occur  in  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
as  winter  visitors,  none  are  known  to 
nest  in  either  the  Upper  or  Lower 
Grape  Creek  WSAs.     Also,  peregrine 
falcons  could  stop  in  any  of  the  WSAs 
during  their  migration,  but  are  also 
not  known  to  nest  in  the  Upper  or 
Lower  Grape  Creek  WSAs. 

As  described  in  Chapter  1,  wildlife 
habitat  and  populations  could  be 
affected  by  resource  management 
actions  proposed  or  anticipated  within 
the  WSAs  if  not  designated  as 
wilderness.     The  impacts  from  all 
resource  management  actions  proposed 
or  anticipated  within  the  WSAs  were 
considered.     If  the  total  acreage  of 
vegetation  were  manipulated  as 
proposed  by  all  resources,  small  gam? 
and  nongame  species  composition  and 
numbers  would  vary  locally.    However, 
composition  and  numbers  would  not 
significantly  change  in  the  long  term 
because  of  the  habitat  diversity 
offered  by  public  lands,  the  dispersed 
nature  and  size  of  each  project,  the 
nature  of  disturbance,  and  the 
relatively  short  period  of  time  that 
heavy  equipment  wrjuld  be  in  each 
project  area. 

In  addition  ORV  use  is  not  expected  to 
increase  since  any  additional  roads 
constructed  for  access  to  the  projects 
would  be  closed  to  the  public. 


obvious    geologic    contribution    these   areas   have    to  make    l 
form   of'uniquo   granite   canyons   which   characterise   <,r"-o 
>icJrtyi';   Hills   and    Heaver  Creek. 


n  the 
:rer 
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In  conclusion,  the  W.I.',   River,  the  impression  that 
the  Canyon  City  BLM  District,  through  an  habitual  attitude 
that  it?  lands  are  to  managed  for  human  purposes,  has 
fa' led  to  accurately  quantify  and  assess  the  wilderness  values 
of  its  potential  wilderness  areas,  and  to  realistically 
examine  the  tradeoff  Between  alternatives  which  would,  on  the  one  hand 
provide  short-term,  productive  benefits,  and, on  the 'other,  maintain 
long-term  flexibility  for  the  maximum  number  ox  msourccs 

I  urne  the  RIM  to  incorporate  into  the  Final  EIS 
a  wilderness  analysis  which  gives  full  and  equal  weight  to 
the  wilderness  values  'of  its  few  remaining  areas  which 
truly  possess  wilderness  characteristics. 

liecpeotf  ully  Submitted  , 


"T£a*X^>  KGA 


hyYfie,m-  Jto/t<*87-75 

Summary  and  Conclusions 

This   report  was  written  and  meant   to  be  used    in  coniunction  with   the 
Barnnger  Resources,    Inc.,   report  on   the   same  uren.     The  old  mining 
districts  within  the  study  area   have  some  small    localized  ore  zones   that 
could   be  marginally  profitable  given   1980  metals   prices.     At  current 
March,   1982,  metals   prices   the  entire  area    is  considered   subeconomic. 
Below  are  specific  conclusions  reached  after  property  evaluation. 

1.  There  are  approximately  220,000  tons  of  2.5"  Cu,    1.518   Pb,   l.Cit  Zn, 
ore  grade  material    scattered  across   the  study  area. 

2.  About  110,000  tons  of  this  ore  is  estimated   to  lie  within  the  Green 
Mountain  shear  zone. 

3.  There  are  no  economical    ore  bodies   south  of  Green  Mountain,   Horseshoe- 
Columbine  Mine  shear  zones. 

4.  Jhe_barite  in  South  Grape  Creek    is  nf  >nn  ^nr  orade  tn  he  ia]j^b1e 

5.  The  copper  prospects  around  Cotopaxi    have  some  potential    for 
valuable  minerals. 

6.  Most  of  the  good  Cu  prospects   in   the  Grapp  r.rppk   flrpa  flre  already 
patented.  ■ — * 

7.  There  is  evidence  of  a  continuous   shear  zone   from  Dawson  Mountain 
Workings   (Copper  King,  etc.,  patented  claims)   to  the  Columbine  Mine  (a 
distance  of  4.3  miles)   that  may  be  of  some  economic  value.     Ore  grades 
are  generally  too  low  to  be  economical   at  this  time,   and  the  shears  are 
narrow  and   tend  to  pinch  out  locally. 

8.  J3verall_j;he  entire  area  has  little  economic  potential.     The  mineral 
occurrences  are  small   and,   though  Tbcaliy  of  fairly  high"   grade,  are 
generally  low  grade  in  character. 

9.  To   put  the  area   into  production  would  require  a  custom  mill    in   the 
area.      If  all    thp  small   Cu  prospects  were  to  be_brouaht  back   into 
operation  simultaneously,   the  chances  for  econonilc_.su.ccess  would  still 
be  marginal    and"TFJoFrTTvsa~ane"  to  low  grade  and   reserves. 

10.     There  are  possibilities  for  small   heap  leaching  operations  at 
several    of  the  minesites.     Local   recovery  of  Cu  via  heap  leaching  would 
be  the  only  viable  alternative  at  this  time,   providing  environmental 
restrictions  can  be  met  and/or  overcome. 


Response  13 


The  economic  gain  to  the  local  and 
regional  economy  as  a  result  of 
wilderness  designation  or 
nondesignation  of  all  WSAs  would 
change  by  less  than  1  percent. 
Therefore,  the  impacts  on  economic 
conditions  were  dropped  from  further 
analysis  in  the  FEIS.  Further 
discussion  on  impacts  on  economic 
conditions  is  in  Chapter  1  of  this 
FEES. 


Response  14 


Although  management  had  at  one  time 
considered  a  motorized  trail  along 
Grape  Creek,  it  has  been  decided  that 
if  the  Lower  Grape  Creek  WSA  is  not 
designated  wilderness,  back-country 
vehicle  use  would  not  occur  along 
Grape  Creek  and  this  is  reflected  in 
this  FEIS.     As  a  result  no  conflict 
between  back-country  vehicle 
recreation  and  wildlife  would  occur. 

Response  15 

Without  knowing  the  supplemental 
scientific,  ecological,  and 
educational  values  to  which  this 
comment  refers,  it  is  difficult  to 
respond  specifically. 

Special  features  including  ecological, 
geological,  scenic,  and  cultural 
features,  as  well  as  scientific  and 
educational  values,  have  been 
considered  for  each  WSA. 
However,  as  stated  in  Chapter  1  of 
this  FEIS,  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek 
are  the  only  WSAs  with  identified 
special  features.  As  a  result  special 
features  are  only  discussed  for  these 
two  WSAs  in  Chapter  3. 

Response  16 

A  Class  I  (existing  data)  inventory 
was  performed  and  is  considered  to  be 
sufficient  basis  to  estimate  the 
importance  of  the  cultural  resources 
in  the  WSAs. 
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Nowhere  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Policy 
(Federal  Register,  Vol.  47,  No.  23)  is 
a  level  of  docimentation  mentioned  for 
cultural  (prehistoric)  values. 


The  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  is  in  concurrence  with  our 
approach  (see  Letter  16-95  and  Chapter 
1). 

It  should  also  be  noted  that 
development  on  public  lands  requires 
inventory  and  mitigation  for  cultural 
resources,  thus  providing,  legal 
protection,  which  occurs  whether  or 
not  an  area  is  designated  as 
wilderness. 

Response  17 

The  contribution  that  these  projects 
would  make  has  been  analyzed  in  a 
regional  perspective  in  this  FEIS  by 
providing  regional  comparisons  to 
timber  production,  wildlife  numbers, 
etc.,  where  such  a  comparison  is 
relevant  to  the  analysis. 
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88-76 


December  4,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO.   81212 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  88-76 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Planning 
Amendment  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
areas  in  Colorado  are  among  the  finest  examples  of  the  nation's  desert  and 
canyon  wildlands.   The  areas  under  your  jurisdiction  and  included  in  this 
DEIS,  namely  Beaver  Creek,  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek,  Brown's  Canyon, 
Sand  Castle,  San  Luis  Hills,  and  Mclntyre  Hills  are  no  exception.   These 
areas  exhibit  outstanding  wilderness  characteristics  and  potential  for 
wilderness  designation. 

To  begin  with,  I  wholeheartedly  support  your  wilderness  recommendation 
for  Brown's  Canyon.   This  area,  combined  with  the  Forest  Service  area 
Aspen  Ridge,  is  a  rugged,  pristine  ecosystem.   I  applaud  your  decision  on  this  area. 

You  should  also  be  commended  for  your  wilderness  recommendation  of 
Sand  Castle.   This  area  is  an  excellent  addition  to  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  area. 

I  will  concur  with  your  decision  concerning  the  fate  of  Mclntyre  Hills. 

Unfortunately,  that  is  where  the  "love  affair"  ends.   I  must  say  that 
I  am  extremely  disappointed  with  your  recommendations  for  the  remaining 
four  areaB. 

Let  us  begin  with  Beaver  Creek.   I  do  not  agree  with  your  preferred 
Alternative  D.   I  do  not  believe  that  the  4,000  acres  south  of  Holbert 
drainage  should  be  excluded.   This  area  is  an  integral  part  of  the  larger 
Beaver  Creek  ecosystem.   1  would  rather  see  Alternative  C  as  the  preferred 
alternative^  which  includes  all  of  the  original  acreage  except  for  three 
hard-to-manage  spurs  and  a  heavily  used  area. 
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I  would  also  urge  you  to  reconsider  your  position  on  San  Luis  Hills 
and  recommend  that  it  be  included  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System.   I  recognize  the  mineral  potential  of  the  area  but  it  is  very 
clear  that  similar  minerals  are  found  nearby,  whereas  the  unique  geologic 
and  plant  values  of  this  unit  are  irreplaceable. 

Last,  but  certainly  not  least,  are  the  Upper  Grape  Creek  and  Lower 
Grape  Creek  areas.   Since  the  Coker  minerals  study  concluded  that  this  area 
has  "little  economic  potential"  there  is  no  reason  to  see  mineral  use  as 
a  major  threat  or  conflict.   Timber  is  definitely  not  a  conflict — especially 
since  Forest  Service  areas  are  not  profiting  with  timber  sales  (you  do  not 
expect  the  BLM  could  do  any  better,  do  you?)   Grazing  is  compatible  with 
wilderness,  so  that  leaves  ORV  use  as  the  only  real  conflict.   Since  there 
are  plenty  of  roaded,  wild  areas  for  ORV  use  I  do  not  see  any  conflicts 
with  wilderness  designation  for  this  area.   The  area  contains  historic  relics, 
scenic  views,  opportunities  for  solitude  and  unconfined  types  of  recreation,  and 
is  definitely  natural  in  character.   I  would  urge  the  exclusion  of  the  SE 
section  of  Upper  Grape  Creek. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  these  comments  have  reached  you  in  time  to 
be  considered  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   I  am  looking 
forward  to  the  issuance  of  the  FEIS  and  any  reconsideration  on  your  part 
concerning  Beaver  Creek,  San  Luis  Hills,  and  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Sharyl  Kinnear 
2260  Floral  Dr. 
Boulder,   CO.      80302 
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Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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3ureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City.  CO  81212 

2J24  14th  St. 
Boulder,  CO  80302 


December  4,  1982 


I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  Drift  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
wilderness  Planning  Amendment.  I  was  not  able  to  attend  the  hearings 
but  would  like  my  comments  to  be  part  of  the  hearing  records. 

I  strongly  support  your  wilderness  recommendations  for  Beaver  Creek 
and  Browns  Canyon.   I  was  very  disappointed  to  see  the  non-wilderness 
recommendation  for  Upper  and  Lower  Grape  Creek.   I  had  the  opportunity 
to  visit  these  areas  on  two  different  occasions  this  past  spring 
and  found  them  to  possess  outstanding  wilderness  qualities.   The 
topography  of  these  areas  provided  endless  interesting  hikes  and 
explorations. 

A  general  criticism  I  have  of  the  DEIS  is  that  the  value  of  wilderness 
appeared  to  be  secondary  to  other  resources  such  as  minerals  and  timber. 
How  is  it  that  we  as  a  society  have  forgotten  the  value  of  letting 
natural  processes  be.  I  believe  that  wilderness  designation  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction  for  appreciating  nature  for  what  she  is. 


Thank-you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

y         / 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  90-79 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


IMIS 

MINERALS 
COALITION 


PLEASE  NOTE  OUR  NEW  ADDRESS: 

12640  West  Cedar  Drive 
P.O.  Box  15638 
Denver,  CO  80215 
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Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager  December  7,  1982 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

This  letter  constitutes  the  written  comments  of  the  Minerals  Exploration 
Coalition  (MEC)  on  the  Draft  Wilderness  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
the  wilderness  study  areas  within  the  Royal  Gorge,  Saguache,  and  San  Luis 
Planning  Units  of  the  Canon  City  District.  The  MEC  represents  mineral 
exploration  companies  and  individuals  conducting  hard  mineral  exploration 
on  federal  land. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  wilderness  areas  designated  after  December  31,  1983 
will  be  withdrawn  from  appropriation  under  the  mining  and  leasing  laws,  we 
believe  that  all  areas  with  mineral  and  energy  potential  should  be  excluded 
from  wilderness  designation,  even  though  no  economic  deposit  is  now  known. 
The  withdrawal  limitations  will  preclude  collection  of  new  data  and  new 
areas  of  mineral  potential  will  not  be  found.  With  new  discoveries  effect- 
ively stopped,  the  policy  of  excluding  all  currently  known  mineral  potential 
from  wilderness  should  be  followed,  so  that  exploration  of  these  areas  will 
not  be  restricted  and  minerals  might  yet  be  produced.   Explorationists  tend 
to  look  at  the  long  term  because  the  lead  time  of  discovery  may  be  ten  to 
fifteen  years.  The  impact  of  wilderness  on  minerals  should  be  assessed  over 
the  long  term  (a  century  or  more).  We  believe  that  land  use  decisions 
should  be  in  conformity  with  the  policy  statements  made  in  the  National 
Minerals  Program  Plan  and  Report  to  Congress  released  by  the  President  in 
April,  1982. 

Browns  Canyon  -  The  wilderness  character  seems  to  be  limited  inasmuch  as 
a  railroad  track  comprises  three-fourths  of  the  western  boundary,  old  mines 
and  cabins  exist  and  a  roadway  crosses  the  area.   The  roadway  has  three- 
quarters  of  a  mile  of  cut  and  fill  Indicating  road  building,  therefore,  it 
does  not  have  wilderness  character. 

The  wilderness  study  area  is  mineralized  as  indicated  by  past  production 
and  the  current  exlstance  of  17  mining  claims.  These  claims,  which  constitute 
property  rights,  and  areas  of  mineral  potential  that  may  be  developed  in  the 
future,  should  not  be  included  in  the  wilderness. 

The  MEC  believes  that  this  area  is  not  suitable  for  wilderness  designation. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  91-81 
Thank  you  for  your  letter. 
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Mc  Intyre  Hills  -  This  WSA  seems  to  have  limited  wilderness  character  because 
of  the  proximity  of  the  highway,  the  evidence  of  activities  of  man,  and  state 
and  private  in  holdings. 

The  mineralization  in  pegmatite  minerals,  tungsten  and  uranium,  may  be  limited 
and  uneconomic  at  the  present  time  with  the  depressed  minerals  prices  but 
future  exploration  and  better  prices  could  reveal  a  significant  mine.  The 
split  ownership  of  the  surface  and  subsurface  could  be  a  problem  as  indicated 
by  recent  court  decisions  and  the  administrative  decision  to  remove  these 
areas  from  WSA' s. 

The  MEC  agrees  with  the  preferred  alternative  of  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation . 

Lower  Grape  Creek  -  The  presence  of  numerous  mine  workings  and  constructed 
roads  and  other  works  of  man  indicate  that  this  area  does  not  have  wilderness 
character. 

The  area  has  significant  mineral  potential  with  considerable  exploration  on 
67  mining  claims.   The  patented  claims  are  private  property  and  the  owner 
has  valid  rights  to  use  the  property,  including  rights  of  access.  The 
administration  of  these  claims,  including  determination  of  valid  existing 
rights  in  the  event  of  wilderness  designation,  would  be  difficult. 

The  possibility  of  discovering  an  economic  mineral  deposit  should  not  be 
preempted  by  wilderness  designation.  We  agree  with  the  preferred  alternative 
of  no  wilderness  designation. 

Beaver  Creek  -  The  reduction  of  the  area  from  26,150  acres  to  17,000  acres 
appears  to  designate  a  compact  managable  area  free  of  mineral  potential.  If 
no  mineral  potential  is  found  during  the  mineral  survey  by  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  at  a  later  date,  the  MEC  would  support 
preferred  alternative  of  17,000  acre  partial  wilderness  designation. 

Upper  Grape  Creek  -  This  WSA  has  potential  for  several  minerals:  copper,  lead, 
barile,  molybdenum,  ilmenite,  apatite,  magnetite  and  the  strategic  mineral 
chromlte.   These  minerals  are  explored  on  148  mining  claims  which  amount  to 
about  29  percent  of  the  surface. 

This  area  should  remain  open  for  exploration.  The  MEC  agrees  with  the 
preferred  alternative  of  no  wilderness  designation. 

Sand  Castle  -  If  no  mineral  resource  potential  is  identified  by  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  -  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  mineral  survey  to  be  conducted  later, 
the  MEC  would  favor  the  preferred  alternative  of  all  wilderness  designation, 
as  additions  to  the  existing  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness. 
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A  recent  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  decision  may  change  the  status  of 
these  small  tracts  (less  than  5,000  acres)  proposed  for  attachment  to  ore 
existing  wilderness  areas. 

San  Luis  Hills  -  This  WSA  lacks  wilderness  charcter  because  1t  is  small 
near  a  population  center,  has  many  nearby  roads,  and  a  640-acre  in  holding. 

An  altered  intrusive  body  and  anomalous  copper  provides  significant  evidence 
of  the  possible  existance  of  a  porphyry  copper  deposit.  The  exploration 
interest  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the  area  and  the  presence  of  85  claims 
indicates  that  this  WSA  should  remain  open  for  exploration. 

The  HEC  favors  the  preferred  alternative  of  no  wilderness  designation. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft  environmental  impact 

statement.  r 


Sincerely, 

MINERALS  EXPLORATION  COALITION 


John  0.  wells 
Managing  Director 
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94-84 


December  5.   1982 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 
P.O.Box  1^70 
Caflon  City,  CO  81212 


RE:     Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Cafion  City  District 
Wilderness   Planning  Amendment 

We  wish  to  commend  Jack  Albright,  project  manager,   and  his  capable  staff 
for  their  dedicated  efforts  to  involve  the  public,   and  the  innovative 
and  practical  format  for  the  presentation  of  tha  study's  findings.     Also, 
throughtout  the  entire  process  Ken  Smith  has  been  a  gracious  and  responsive 
contact. 

We  have  the  following  observations  and  comments   to  make  concerning  the 

DEIS: 

Summary:      "Seven  wilderness  areas,   totaling  82,868  acres  have  been 
identified  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the  CafiOn  City 
District.      Of   these,   25,258   acres   are   proposed  to  be   recommended 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System." 
One  must  remain  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  25*258  acres  is  not 
the  amount  of  wilderness  in  the  Cafion  City  District;   it  is 
82,868  acres  and  no  additional  judgement  stated  or  Implied  in 
the  DEIS  can  change  that  reality.     While  words  and  combinations 
of  words  such  as  "considerable  interest  (by  miners,  etc.)", 
"would  prohibit",   resource  conflict",    "manageability"  and 
"potential  development"  imply  some  sort  of  modification  of  status, 
they  do  not  change  this  wilderness  reality  and  it  is  folly  to 
suggest  that  they  do. 

Regarding  specific  areas,  we  support  the  ELM'S  preferred  alternative  of 
all  wilderness  designation  for  Brown's  Canyon  and  Sand  Castle,  but  we  feel 
that  Lower  and  Upper  Grape  Creek  are  also  deserving  of  the  same  designation. 

The  BLM's  preferred  alternative  for  Beaver  Creek  (D)   over  Alternative  C  is 
particularly  disturbing  for  us  and  judgements  made  in  the  DEIS  indicate 
that  thorough  study  of  this  quality  area  has  not  taken  place.     Therefore, 
the  justification  of  the  preferred  alternative  is  not  only  weak,   it  is 
nonsense.     The  4,000  acres  which  have  been  deleted  in  (D)  have  never  been 
in  question  in  any  of  the  previous  discussions  with  the  Bureau  or  with  the 
public.     Their  removal  at  this  stage  of  the  process  is,  indeed,  mystifying. 

The  BLH  can  inpt  justify  using  75.670  cords  of  firewood  which 

would  be  prohibited  from  being  harvested  when,  in  fact,   those 

cords  will      always  be  unattainable;   this  Is  forbiding  terrain 

which  is  why  there  are  no  roads  in  it  now  and  firewood  has 

never  been  available.     Surely  the  Bureau  does  no  intend  to 

provide  funds  for  access  through  private  property  and  for 

red  building  Into  ia»ec.«,.hl.  „„,  for  pot„„ti.l  fire»ood  B.th.r.r-3. 
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The  omission  of  4,000  acres  in  the  southwest  portion  because  of 
manageability  implies   that  the  ELM  currently  employs  a  "manage- 
ment'force"  or  will  soon  hire  one  -to  manage  this  wilderness? 
(    "Let  see,  we  could  get  by  with  one  platoon  if  we  lopped  off 
those  4,000  acres.**)     If  private  land-owners  started  providing 
access  for  "unmanageables"  when,    traditionally,  it  has  been 
In  their  best  interest  to  deny  access  -hence  the  wilderness 
quality-  that  could  be  dealt  with.     However,   there  is  no  more 
indication  of  that  happening  than  there  is  that  potential 
firewood  gatherers  would  be  willing  to  hire  helicopters  for 
removal  of  wood.     We  suspect     that  this  entire  are*  is  currently 
managed  by  one  secretary  and  an  occasional  foray  into  the  field 
by  other  personel. 

Recreational  conflicts  confuses  the  issue;   that  was  taken  care 
of  In  Alternative  C  with  the  elemination  of  the  area  along 
Phantom  Canyon  -a  wise  decision  but  one  which  should  not  be- 
come part  of  the  rationale  to  justify  Alternative  D. 

We  urge  the  BLM  not  to  disregard  the  days  and  days  of  study  supported 
by  the  plethora  of  information  available  from  the  CO.  Wilderness  Study 
Group,   the  COSC  Wilderness  Workshop,  the  Sierra  Club,  the  AJnerlcan  Wilder- 
ness Alliance   ,  and  our  own  good  council.    (We're  the  ones  who  live  7  miles 
down  the  road;   the  ones  who  lost  11  head     of  cattle  up  there  for  a  month 
this  fall  and  had  to  hire  an  airplane  to  find  them  -that's  wilderness    , 
for  sure.) 

Cur  recommendation  for  Beaver  Creek  is,  unequivocally.  Alternative  C,   and 
we  urge  that  the  BLM  re-evaluate  its  position  and  submit  (C)  as   the 
preferred  alternative. 


Sincerely, 


Eric  and  Marcy  Kelly 


cc :  Senator  Gary  Hart 

Senator  William  Armstrong 
Representative  Ken  Kramer 
Representative  Ray  Kogovsek 
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COLORADO  MOUNTAIN  COLLEGE 


11  December  1982 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  93-85 


fir.  Jack  Albright,  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

Box  1470 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

I  would  liJce  to  make  several  comments  for  inclusion  in  the 
hearing  record  for  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  concerning 
wilderness  designation  for  several  portions  of  the  Royal  Gorge  Resource 
Area. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  BLM  has  looked  at  several  unique  roadless 
areas,  and  suggested  that  portions  of  them  become  part  of  our  Wilderness 
System.  I  am  disappointed,  however,  that  the  Bureau's  recommendations 
are  far  short  of  protection  for  all  the  area  available.  It  appears  that 
the  Bureau's  recommendation  lean  tcward  development,  rather  than  protection, 
for  too  many  parts  of  the  available  roadless  areas. 

I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  your  reccmmendation  for  Brown's  Canyon. 
This  area,  with  its  rugged  terrain,  deserves  to  be  part  of  our  Wilderness 
System. 

I  would  urge  you  to  recommend  wilderness  status  for  the  San  Luis 
Hills  ,  with  its  unique  and  irreplaceable  ecosystem.  Since  the  fescue- 
mountian  muhly-prairie  vegetation  class  is  now  rare  in  its  natural  state, 
this  area  should  be  protected,  and  not  destroyed  or  altered  by  development. 

The  Beaver  Creek,  area,  with  its  close  proximity  to  the  urban  areas 
of  Colorado  Springs,  should  also  become  a  wilderness  area.  As  the  Front 
r^ange  continues  to  grow,  tiiis  area  will  become  more  and  more  important 
for  its  wilderness  values.  Now  is  the  time  to  provide  protection  for  it. 

I   agree  that  the  Sand  Castle  area  is  needed  for  wilderness,  to  round 
out  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  area.  Any  other  use  for  these  two  units  would 
not  be  sensible. 

Again,  I  am  pleased  with  some  of  the  recommendations  you  have  made, 
but  feel  that  you  have  recommended  too  little.  There  are  many  other  areas 
which  are  available  for  development,  but  too  few  which  still  have  the 
charactistics  of  wilderness.  You  have  the  opportunity  to  add  unique  and 
invaluable  ecosystems  to  the  Wilderness  System.  I  urge  you  to  do  so. 


EAST  CAMPUS 

LEADVILLE,  COLOHADO,  80461 
30CMS6-2015 


Professor  of  Outdoor  Studi 
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WEXPRO  COMPANY 


79  SOUTH   STATE  ■  P.O.    BOX    11070  •  SALT  LAKE  QTY,  UTAH  S4147  ■  (801)  530-2600 
LEGAL  DEPARTMENT 


Response  1 

This  WSA  is  made  up  of  four  separate 
parcels,  which  are  up  to  6  miles 
apart.     If  designated  wilderness,  they 
would  not  provide  logical  additions  to 
the  existing  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  boundary,  but  rather  would 
add  Irregularly  shaped  and  sometimes 
narrow  extensions  protruding  from  the 
existing  wilderness.    As  a  result, 
they  would  be  difficult,  to  administer 
as  wilderness  (see  Map  2-9). 

Recently  Park  Service  staff  have 
noticed  higher  levels  of  ORV  use  in 
and  around  the  WSA  than  either  the 
Park  Service  or  BLM  personnel  ware 
previously  aware. 

This  ORV  use  would  be  difficult  to 
exclude  under  wilderness  designation 
because  of  boundary  identification 
problems  related  to  the  shifting  sands. 

As  a  result  of  this,  the  proposed 
action  for  this  WSA  has  been  changed 
from  Alternative  A  -  All  Wilderness 
Designation  to  Alternative  B  -  No 
Wilderness  Designation.     This  would 
result  in  1,644  acres  not  being 
recommended  for  designation. 


December  15,  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 
Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1470 
Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Canon  City  District's  Wilderness  Planning  Amendment. 

We  note  in  Chapter  IV  there  is  a  section  titled  "Assumptions  Used  for  Impact 
Analysis."  The  section  says,  in  part:  "Current  values  were  utilized  for 
recreation  and  other  resources.  These  are  not  anticipated  to  be  constant  over 
time,  but  expected  changes  are  not  readily  quantifiable."  Energy  minerals 
would  seem  to  qualify  in  the  "other  resources"  section  of  the  assumptions. 
Yet,  as  we  examined  the  alternatives,  we  could  discern  no  meaningful  statement 
of  the  value  which  should  have  contributed  to  energy's  proper  role  in  the 
impact  analysis. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  says  in  part: 

"...  There  appears  to  be  no  potential  for  oil  and  gas  or 


"...  Rock  units  suitable  for  source  or  reservoir  formation 
are  not  known  to  exist  in  the  area." 

"...  due  to  a  complete  absence  of  exploration  or  interest 
this  value  is  believed  to  be  minimal." 

"There  has  been  no  known  interest  in  the  resource  potential 
for  oil  and  gas,  coal,  phosphate,  or  geothermal  within  the 
WSA.  The  geologic  setting,  lack  of  suitable  source,  and 
reservoir  formations  make  the  potential  for  these  minerals 
unl ikely." 

"...  This  area  is  believed  to  have  very  limited  potential 
for  any  leasable  mineral." 

"An  unexplored  sedimentary  section  exists  below  the  lower  unit 
of  this  WSA.  There  is  some  possibility  that  oil  and  gas 
exist." 
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"Some  gas  has  been  reported  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.     The 
existence  of  oil   and  gas  in  the  WSA  is  possible  but  not 
probable." 

This  information  is  sketchy  at  best.     It  also  seems  to  be  predicated  almost 
entirely  upon  surface  geologic  evaluation.     We  believe  a  more  scientific 
investigation  of  the  areas  should  be  made  before  any  lands  are  allocated  to 
hi iderness. 


ck  of 
to 


We  believe  it  is  unsatisfactory  to  plan  for  long-term  Wilderness 
classification  using  only  surface  evaluations  and  assumptions  based  on  la 
exploration  and     interest."     Your  assumptions  may,   in   the  long  run     prove 
be  accurate.     But  until   the  areas  are  properly  explored,  using  the  latest 
geological   and  geophysical   technology,  there  is  really  no  way  to  be  sure 
Wilderness  planning  must  be  based  in  science  for  one  important  reason:   areas 
have  been  designated  Wilderness  by  the  Congress  since  passage  of  the 
Wilderness  Act  in  1964.     Since  that  time,  almost  80  million  acres  have  been 
made  part  of  the  Wilderness  system;  not  one  acre  has  been  declassified  or  even 
proposed  for  declassification.  


Colorado  already  has  2.6  million  acres  of  designated  Wilderness.     With  the 
Forest  Service  and  BLM  making  additional   proposals  for  Wilderness  based  on 
land  management  planning,  we  believe  a  great  deal  of  care  must  be  taken  to 
recommend  only  those  areas  which  add  unique  values  to  the  wilderness  svstem 
We  appreciate  your  stated  objective  to  consider  public  comment  in  conjunction 
with     a  full   analysis  of  multiple  resource  and  socio-economic  values  and  uses 
of  a  wilderness  study  area." 

We  urge  that  you  modify  your  planning  to  provide  for  more  specific 
consideration  of  energy  and  mineral   potential.     One  way  to  do  this   is  to  use 
the    Mineral   Rating  System"  developed  by  Rocky  Mountain  Oil   and  Gas 
Association,  Denver.     RMOGA  is  also  working  on  better  ways  to  evaluate  mineral 
vlflll,         ™nrrP<"T5T  1?t0  benchmark  analyses  in  land  management  plans, 
re  uest  "   '"  di5C"SS  th"e  5yStemS  Wit*  you  a*  your 

Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Very  truly  >ws,/x 


'  '     Ruland  /.  Gill, 
Attorney  -^ 


s*%. 


Jr. 


RJGJ:wb 


97-89 


Roberta  Andersen 


Amoco  Production  Company  (USA) 

Denver  Region 
Amoco  Building 
17th  &  Broadway 
Denver  Colorado  802:2 
303-830-4374 


December  17.  1982 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.  0.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,    Colorado     81212 

Dear  Mr.    Albright: 

Re:     Royal  Gorge/Saguache/San  Luis  Resource  Area  Draft   Environmental 

Impact   Statement   for   the  Canon  City  District  Management  Framework 
Plan  Wilderness  Amendment 

Amoco  Production  Company    is   a  wholly-owned    subsidiary  of  Standard 
Oil   Company    (Indiana).      Our   principal   job    is    exploring   for  and   producing 
oil   and  gas    throughout    the  United  States.      We  appreciate   the  opportunity 
to  comment   on   the  Canon  City  District  Management    Framework  Plan  Wilderness 
Amendment. 

We  apologize  for  being    late  with  our   comments   on   the   Proposed  Draft 
Environmental  Impact   Statement    for   the  Canon  City  District  Wilderness 
Planning  Amendment.      We  examined   the  alternatives    in    the  docunent   and 
could   find  no  meaningful   statement   as    to    the  value  which  contributes 
to   energy  minerals   proper  role   in  your    impact  analysis.      The   information 
that   you  use   in   the  document    is    sketchy  at   best   and   also    seems   to   be 
predicated   almost    entirely  upon   surface  geologic   evaluation.      We  believe 
a  more  sceintific   investigation   of    the  areas  must    be  made  before  any 
land?  are  allocated    to  wilderness.  |   It    is,    of   course,    unsatisf acto'ry 


to   plan  for   long-term  wilderness  classification  using   only  surface 
evaluations  and  assumptions   based   on   lack  of   exploration  and    "interest". 
Even   though  current   leasing    interest  may  be  low,    surprises  are  routine 
in  the  oil   business;    and  we  hesitate   therefore   to   endorse  any  withdrawal 
unless    the  case  for  wilderness  designation   is  overwhelmingly   the  obvious 
choice,   and   the  trade-offs  which  may  be  necessary  are  worth  the  price. 


Colorado    already   has    2.6   million   acres    of    designated    wilderness. 
With  the  Forest   Service  and  BLM  making   additional   proposals   for  wilderness 
based   on    their  land  management    planning  processes,    we  believe  a  great 
deal  of  care  must  be   taken  to  reconmend   only  those  areas  which  add 
unique  values   to    the  National  Wilderness   Preservation  System.      We 
appreciate  your   stated   objective   to  consider  public   comment    in  conjunction 
with  "a   full  analysis   of  multiple  resource  and    socio-economic  values 
and  uses   of  a  wilderness    study  area". 


5-115 
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Response  1 

All  WSAs  reconmended  for  -.alderness 
designation  are  surveyed  for  mineral 
values  bry  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey 
and  Bureau  of  Mines.  In  this  FEIS, 
only  Browns  Canyon  and  part  of  Beaver 
Creek  are  recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.  In  both  cases,  using  the 
best  available  information,  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines 
ha-ve  concurred  that  these  WSAs  have 
low  mineral  potential  with  the 
exception  of  a  small  perlite  deposit 
in  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA. 


RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  97-89 

Response  1 

All  WSAs  for  wilderness  designation 
are  surveyed  for  mineral  values  try  the 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  Bureau  of 
Mines.  In  this  FEIS,  only  Browns 
Canyon  and  part  of  Beaver  Creek  are 
recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.  In  both  cases,  using  the 
best  available  information,  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  and  Bureau  of  Mines 
have  concurred  that  these  WSAs  have 
low  mineral  potential  with  the 
exception  of  a  small  perlite  deposit 
in  the  Browns  Canyon  WSA. 

The  final  decision  on  what  WSAs  will 
or  will  not  be  designated  wilderness 
will  be  made  by  Congress. 


Mr.  Jack  Albright 
December  17,  1982 
Page  2 


We  urge  that  you  modify  your  planning  to  provide  for  more  specific 
consideration  of  energy  and  mineral  potential.  We  hope  that  you  might 
participate  in  the  use  of  the  "Minerals  Rating  System  developed  by 
the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  Denver.   RMOGA  is  also 
working  on  better  ways  to  evaluate  mineral  potential  for  incorporation 
into  bench  mark  analyses  in  land  management  planning.   We  feel  sure 
the  Association  would  be  willing  and  pleased  to  discuss  these  systems 
with  you  at  your  request. 


Thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerel 


^isSt-Z 


oberta  Andersen 


JAMES  G.  FELT,  P.C. 

ATTORNEYS  AT  LAW 

411  SOUTH  CASCADE 
COLORADO  SPRINGS.  COLORADO  80903 
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WES  G.  FELT 
us  G.  WITTS 


December  17,  1982 


TELEPHONE 
13031  471-1212 


Jack  Albright 

Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Mgt 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1470 

Canon  City,  CO   81212 


RE: 


Proposed  Beaver  Creek  Vlilderness  Area 


Dear  Mr.  Albright: 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Cripple  Creek,  Colorado  has 
asked  me  as  its  City  Attorney  to  write  to  you  concerning  the 
proposal  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the  Beaver  Creek 
Area  to  be  designated  a  wilderness  area.   The  first  and  foremost 
is  that  the  City  Council  is  very  supportive  of  the  concept  that 
the  area  should  be  a  non-motorized  vehicle  recreation  area  allowing 
for  backpacking  and  hunting  uses  as  well  as  a  wildlife  propagation 
area. 

However,  there  are  some  distinct  concerns  of  the  Cripple 
Creek  community. 


1.   It  is  our  understanding  that  under  the  wilderness 
designation,  there  is  a  higher  air  quality  requirement,  at 
least  in  the  sense  that  it  requires  governmental  review  of 
pollution  control  devices  that  there  may  be  in  the  area.   Clearly, 
Cripple  Creek  and  the  surrounding  area  are  an  economically  dis- 
tressed area  which  any  additional  governmental  requirements  as  to 
air  quality  could  not  be  met  by  tax-paver  dollars.   Likewise, 
the  economy  of  the.  area  tends,  to  a  large  extent,  upon  the 
health  of  the  mining  industry  in  the  Cripple  Creek/ Victor  area, 
and  should  the  mining  industry  be' likewise  placed  under  such 
regulations  and  therefore  be  required  to  comply  with  those,  it 
is  the  City  Council's  strong  feeling  that  it  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  economic  life  of  the  area  as  it  would  cause  the  closing  of 
many  mines . 
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RESPONSE  TO  LETTER  98-90 

Response  1 

The  air  quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
WSA  is  presently  designated  Class  II 
under  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  The 
designation  of  an  area  as  wilderness 
does  not  change  the  air  quality 
standards  for  that  area.  A 
recommendation  for  wilderness 
designation  is  not  a  recommendation 
for  stringent  air  pollution  controls. 
If  this  WSA  is  designated  wilderness 
by  Congress,  nothing  would  necessitate 
a  reclassification  to  Class  I.  The 
ELM  Wilderness  Study  Policy  states, 
"The  Department  of  the  Interior  will 
not  recommend  reclassification  to  the 
more  strict  Class  I  in  connection  with 
future  wilderness  recommendations  .  . 
.  air  quality  reclassification  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  states.  ..." 
Such  a  decision  would  be  made  by  the 
state  of  Colorado,  not  BLM. 
Therefore,  the  potential  for 
redesignation  is  independent  of 
wilderness  status  of  the  area. 


98-90 


Jack  Albright 
December  17,  1982 
Page  Two 


2.   It  is  our  understanding  that  no  mineral  study  has  been 
done  of  the  area.   Again,  since  our  economic  life  depends  to  a 
large  extent  upon  the  mining  industry,  we  believe  that  a  mineral 
study  should  be  done  to  make  it  clear  that  it  is  an  area  which 
is  not  economically  feasible  to  develop  minerals. 


3.  Finally, 
concerned  that  we 
economic  and  soci 
and  our  community 
i.e.  there  may  be 
be  placed  upon  th 
keep  the  wilderne 
economically  unfe 
including  but  not 
vehicular  traffic 
of  sanitary  landf 
(i.e.  hunting  and 
valuable  to  our  c 
available  from  yo 
proposed  wilderne 


the  City  Council  of  Cripple  Creek  is  very 
may  not  be  totally  familiar  with  all  of  the 
al  impacts  that  might  be  struck  upon  the  city 
should  the  wilderness  classification  be  granted, 
other  areas  of  governmental  control  that  will 
e  surrounding  area  as  a  result  of  having  to 
ss  area  in  its.  pristine  state,  which  would  be 
asible  for  the  community  of  Cripple  Creek, 
limited  to  water  quality,  flood  control, 
in  the  immediate  area,  dust  control,  operation 
ill,  noise  control,  permitted  uses  of  the  area 

fishing),  and  the  like.   Hence,  it  would  be 
ity  and  community  if  someone  could  be  made 
ur  office  to  answer  questions  concerning  the 
ss  . 


For  these  reasons,  then,  we  are  concerned  about  the  wilder- 
ness area  and  would  request  your  consideration  in  adding  this 
letter  to  the  public  comment  and  in  further  contact  with  you  to 
educate  the  people  in  our  area.   Thank  you  for  our  consideration 
in  this  matter. 


JGF:raw 

cc  Norbie  Larson 


Response  2 


Of  the  entire  26,150  acres  in  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA,  20,750  acres  are 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation. 

Both  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and 
Bureau  of  Mines  have  surveyed  the 
Beaver  Creek  WSA  for  mineral  values 
and  have  concurred  there  is  low 
mineral  potential  in  this  WSA. 

Response  3 

As  a  result  of  wilderness  designation, 
there  would  be  no  restrictions  of  this 
kind  on  any  land  outside  the  WSA.  The 
only  place  where  uses  would  be 
restricted  would  be  within  the  WSA. 
We  would  be  happy  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have  concerning 
wilderness  designation. 
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LIST  OF  PREPARERS 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  was  prepared  by  27  people  within  the  BLM,  Canon  City  District  in  Colorado. 
Names,  assignment,  education,  and  years  of  experience  are  listed  below: 


Name 


Assignment 


Education 


Committee 

Team  Leader 
Final  EIS 

William 
Schneider 

Co-Team  Leader  (Revision) 
Recreation,  Visual, 
&  Wilderness 

BA-Geology 
MS-Recreation 

Ken 
Smith 

Co-Team  Leader 
Draft  EIS 

BS-Park  Management 
MS-Park  &  Public 
Management 

Dave 
Taliaferro 

Co-Team  Leader 
Draft  EIS 

BS-Recreation 
Administration 
MS-Recreation 
Resources 

Tom 
Sieverding 

Core  Team  Member 

BS-Forestry;  graduate 
work-Silviculture 

Dennis 
Zachman 

Technical  Coordinator 

BS-Outdoor  Recreation 
Management 

Bev 

Neuben 

Editor 

On-job-training;  formal 
training;  sessions  on 
English;  grammar,  letter 
writing,  and  format 

Roger 
Underwood 

Geology,  Minerals,  & 
Topography 

BS-Geology 

Kevin 
Andersen 

Geology,  Minerals  & 
Topography 

BS-Geology 

James 
Sazama 

Range  Resources 

BS- Wildlife  Biology 
MS-Range  Management 

Royce 
Wheeler 

Range  Resources 

BS-Range  Management 

Paul 
Trentzsch 

Forestry  Resources 

BS-Forestry 

Bill 
Miller 

Forestry  Resources 

BS-Forestry 

Erik 
Brekke 

Wildlife  Resources 

BS- Wildlife  Biology 

John 
Schwarz 

Wildlife  Resources 

BS-Wildlife  Science 

Years  of  Experience 


17.0 

6.5 

13.5 

22.0 

8.5 

12.0 

10.0 

7.0 

7.5 

16.0 

10.0 

10.0 

6.0 

13.0 
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LIST  OF  PREPARERS  (Continued) 


Name 

Assignment 

Education 

Years  of  Experience 

Don 

Wildlife  Resources 

BS-Fishery  Biologist 

6.0 

Prichard 

Robert 
Addison 

Soils  &  Air  Resources 

BS-Agronomy  (Crops 
&  Soils) 

17.0 

Howard 

Hydrology 

BS- Watershed  Management 

20.0 

Wertsbaugh 

Gary 
Rutherford 

Economic 

BS-Latin  AM-History 
MS-Urban  Planning 
MS-Agricultural  Economics 

4.0 

Barbara 
Schmalz 

Social 

BA-History/Sociology/German 
MA-Sociology 

11.0 

Stuart 

Lands  Uses 

BA-Economics 

13.0 

Parker 

John 

Cultural  Resources 

BA-Anthropology 

8.0 

Beardsley 

Dave 

Planning 

BS-Forestry 

8.0 

Hallock 

Victoria 
Sounart 

NEPA  &  CEQ  Compliance 
&  Cultural  Resources 

BUS-Anthropology/Geopgraphy 

6.0 

Jack 
Albright 

Previous  Project  Manager 

BS-Agronomy  (Range 
Management) 

14.0 

Gene 

Previous  Core  Team 

BS-Forest/Range  Management 

21.0 

Vecchia 

Member 

Elner 
Rush 

Typing  and  Clerical 
Support 

Business  College; 
Administration 

16.0 

Terry 
McGinniss 

Typing  and  Clerical 
Support  (Backup) 

Business  College; 
Administration 

10.0 

Cynthia 
Giles 

Typing  and  Clerical 
Support  (Backup) 

Business  and  Office 
Education;  Administration 

6.0 

Kathryn 

Artwork  on  Cover 

Free  Lance 

2.0 

Tober 

Canon  City  District  Support 

Colorado  State  Office  Support 

Ade  Neisius  -  Quality  Control 
Glenn  Wallace  -  Quality  Control 
Allice  Knox  -  Administrative  Support 


Eric  Finstick  -  Wilderness 

Susan  Derr  -  Cartography 

Gerald  Halladay  -  Art 

Leigh  Wellborn  -  Graphics 

Linda  Mechura  -  Coordinator 
(Word  Processing/Typesetting) 


SD-2 


SUPPORT  DATA 


DEIS  MAILING  LIST 

Following  is  a  list  of  groups  and  agencies  who  were  sent  a  copy  of  the  DEIS  with  a  request  for  comments  and  input. 
Colorado  Congressional  delegation  and  all  individuals  who  requested  information  on  the  wilderness  studies  received 
a  copy  of  the  DEIS.  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  not  responding  are  indicated  by  an  asterisk.  A  copy  of  the 
document  was  sent  to  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  Department  of  Energy;  however,  no  responses  were  received. 

A  complete  list  of  letters  received  is  shown  in  Chapter  5  prior  to  the  letters  and  responses. 


Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Mines 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
*Geological  Survey 
National  Park  Service 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
*Soil  Conservation  Service 

Department  of  Defense 
U.S.  Air  Force 

Department  of  Energy 
*Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

*Department  of  Transportation 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

State  Agencies 

Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
*Colorado  Geological  Survey 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
*Colorado  Soil  Conservation  Board 
*Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
*Colorado  Board  of  Land  Commissioners 
♦Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 
Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources 
♦Colorado  Division  of  Mines 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
Colorado  Department  of  Local  Affairs 
Governor's  Clearing  House  -  Colorado 


Local  Agencies 

Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments 
*Pueblo  Council  of  Governments 
*San  Luis  Valley  Council  of  Governments 
*Upper  Arkansas  Valley  Council  of  Governments 


Counties 

*Alamosa  County 
*Chaffee  County 

Conejos  County 
*Costillo  County 
*Custer  County 

El  Paso  County 
*Fremont  County 
*Huerfano  County 
*Lake  County 
*Las  Animas  County 
*Park  County 

Pueblo  County 
*Rio  Grand  County 
*Saguache  County 

Teller  County 


Cities 

*Alamosa 
*Antonito 
*Buena  Vista 
*Canon  City 

Colorado  Springs 
*Florence 
*Fountain 

Pueblo 
*Salida 
*Silvercliff 
*Westcliff 


SD-3 


SUPPORT  DATA 


DEIS  MAILING  LIST  (Continued) 

Interested  Organizations/Groups/Companies 


The  Wilderness  Society 

The  Colorado  University  Wilderness  Study  Group 

Upper  Arkansas  Audubon  Society 

Fort  Collins  Sierra  Club 

Colorado  Springs  Sierra  Club 

Colorado  Open  Space  Council 

Colorado  University  Wilderness  Society 

Colorado  Adventuring  Company 

Friends  of  the  Earth 

Pikes  Peak  Sierra  Club 

Wilderness  Audre 

Wilderness  Experiences 

Colorado  Mining  Association 

Izaak  Walton  League 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Colorado  Cattleman's  Association 

Colorado  Woolgrower's  Association 

National  Resources  Defense  Council 

Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment 

Trout  Unlimited 

Colorado  Historical  Society 

Colorado  Outward  Bound 

American  Wilderness  Alliance 

Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop 

Club  20 

Colorado  Association  4  WD  Club 

Colorado  Mountain  Club 

Colorado  Outfitter  and  Ranch  Enterprise 

Public  Lands  Institute 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Aquila  Energy  Company 

AMOCO  Minerals  Company 

AMOCO  Production  Company 


Atlas  Corp. 

Gulf  Oil  Corp. 

Mobile  Oil  Corp. 

Texaco,  Inc. 

Shell  Oil  Company 

Conoco 

Cleveland  Petroleum 

Exxon  Corp. 

Union  Carbide  Corp. 

Metal  Mules 

Schwendiner  Associates 

Anschutz  Corp. 

AMOCO  Products  Company 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company 

Association  of  Professional  Geological  Scientists 

Gemini  Resources,  Inc. 

Standard  Oil  Company 

Sunoco  Energy  Development  Company 

Red  Mountain  Clay  Company 

Independent  Petro  Association  of  AM 

Accent  Energy  Corp. 

Harrison  Western  Corp. 

ASARCO,  Inc. 

Continental  Oil  Company 

Sunedco 

Kellogg  Corp. 

Inspiration  Development  Company 

Wexpro  Company 

Cyprus  Mines  Corp. 

Moly  Corp.,  Inc. 

Urania  Exploration  Inc. 

U.S.  Borax 
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GLOSSARY 


Allotment  Management  Plan  (AMP).  A  concisely  written  program  of 
livestock  grazing  management,  including  supportive  measures,  if 
required,  designed  to  attain  specific  management  goals  in  a  grazing 
allotment. 

Acre-Foot.  A  unit  for  measuring  volume,  equal  to  the  quantity  of  water 
or  other  material  required  to  cover  1  acre  to  a  depth  of  1  foot 
or  a  volume  of  43,560  cubic  feet. 

Adit.  A  horizontal  or  nearly  horizontal  passage  driven  from  the  surface 
for  the  working  or  unwatering  of  a  mine.  If  driven  through  the 
hill  or  mountain  to  the  surface  on  the  opposite  side,  it  would  be 
a  tunnel. 

Alluvium.  Unconsolidated  rock  or  soil  material  deposited  by  running  water, 
including  gravel,  sand,  silt,  clay,  and  various  mixtures  of  these. 

Animal  Unit  Month  (AUM).  The  forage  needed  to  support  one  cow, 
one  horse,  or  five  sheep  for  a  month  or  one  elk,  five  deer,  or  five 
antelope  for  the  same  period  of  time  (1800  lbs./AUM  on  a  50 
percent  utilization  basis). 

Anomalous.  Deviating  from  the  normal  or  common  order. 

Aquatic.  Living  or  growing  in  or  on  the  water. 

Back-country  Vehicle.  Any  motorized  vehicle  for  cross-country  travel  over 
land,  water,  sand,  snow,  ice,  marsh,  swampland,  or  other  terrain. 

Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystem  Map.  Map  that  identifies  ecosystems  and 
landforms  in  WSAs  and  provides  a  broad  synthesis  of  current 
knowledge  about  the  ecosystem  geography  of  the  country. 

Class  I  Air  Quality.  Minimal  additional  deterioration  in  air  quality  is 
permitted. 

Class  II  Air  Quality.  Moderate  additional  deterioration  in  air  quality  (most 
BLM  lands). 

Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended  by  1977.  An  act  giving  EPA  the  overall 
responsibility  to  protect  air  quality  and  to  set  ambient/emission 
standards.  It  also  gives  each  state  the  primary  responsibility  to  meet 
the  standards  through  the  development  and  implementation  of  a 
state  implementation  plan. 

Contiguous.  Lands  or  legal  subdivisions  having  a  common  boundary;  lands 
having  only  a  common  corner  are  not  contiguous. 

Cultural  Resources.  Those  fragile  and  nonrenewable  remains  of  human 
activity,  occupation,  or  endeavor,  reflected  in  districts,  sites,  structures, 
buildings,  objects,  artifacts,  ruins,  works  of  art,  architecture,  and 
natural  features,  that  were  of  importance  in  human  events. 

Ecosystem.  Collectively,  all  populations  in  a  community,  plus  the  associated 
environmental  factors. 

Endangered  Species.  Any  species  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all 
or  a  significant  portion  of  its  ranges. 

Environmental  Assessment  (EA).  A  report  analyzing  the  impacts  of  some 
proposed  action  on  a  given  environment.  It  is  similar  to  an 
environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  except  it  is  generally  smaller 
in  scope  and  makes  recommendations  for  action.  EAs  are  sometimes 
preliminary  to  EISs. 

Eolian.  Pertaining  to,  caused  by,  or  carried  by  the  wind. 

Ephemeral.  Something  short-lived  or  transitory. 

Erosion.  The  process  by  which  soil  particles  are  detached  and  moved. 

Firewood.  For  comparison  USFS  firewood  figures  are  given  in  Chapter 

4.  The  USFS  figure  their  unspecified  volume  (firewood)  as  30  percent 

of  sawlog  volume,  figured  at  2  cords  per  Mbf. 

Forb.  Herbaceous  plants — neither  grass  nor  resembling  grass. 


Game  Species.  Those  species  commonly  harvested  either  for  sport  or  profit. 
Gneiss.  A  banded  or  foliated  metamorphic  rock,  usually  of  the  same 
composition  as  granite,  in  which  minerals  are  arranged  in  layers. 

Graben.  An  unusually  elongated  depression  of  the  earth's  crust  between 
two  parallel  faults. 

Habitat.  A  specific  set  of  physical  conditions  that  surrounds  the  single 
species,  a  group  of  species,  or  a  large  community.  In  wildlife 
management,  the  major  components  of  habitat  are  considered  to 
be  food,  water,  cover,  and  living  space. 

Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP).  A  written  and  approved  activity  plan 
for  a  geographical  area  of  public  lands  identifying  wildlife  habitat 
management  actions  to  be  implemented  in  achieving  specific 
objectives  related  to  planning  document  decisions. 

Impact.  The  effect,  influence,  alteration,  or  imprint  of  man  within  the 
WSA. 

Imprint.  A  mark  or  evidence  left  by  man. 

Inholding.  Non-Federal  lands  surrounded  by  a  WSA. 

Intensive  Forest  Management.  A  program  of  action  designed  to  secure 
the  best  practicable  use  of  the  forest  resources  by  using  current  and 
proper  forest  management  to  accomplish  a  desired  result. 

Intensive  Range  Management.  A  program  of  action  designed  to  secure 
the  best  practicable  use  of  the  forage  resources  by  the  manipulation 
of  livestock  grazing  to  accomplish  a  desired  result. 

Intrusion.  A  feature  (land  and  water  form,  vegetation,  or  structure)  that 
is  generally  considered  out  of  context  with  the  characteristic 
landscape. 

Listed  Species.  Any  species  of  fish,  wildlife,  or  plant,  which  is  designated 
as  endangered  or  threatened  under  the  Interagency  Cooperation- 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP).  Land  use  plan  for  public  lands, 
which  provides  a  set  of  goals,  objectives,  and  constraints  for  a  specific 
planning  area  to  guide  the  development  of  detailed  plans  for  the 
management  of  each  resource. 

MSA.  See  Management  Situation  Analysis. 

Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA).  An  analysis  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  used  for  making  land  management  decisions  that 
are  responsive  to  public  issues  to  determine  the  capability  of  public 
land  resources.  This  is  available  for  review  in  the  Canon  City  District 
Office. 

Mbf.  Thousand  board  feet. 

Naturalness.  Condition  of  an  area  that  generally  has  been  affected  primarily 
by  forces  of  nature  with  the  imprint  of  man's  work  substantially 
unnoticeable. 

Nongame  Species.  Those  species  not  commonly  harvested  either  for  sport 
or  profit. 

Operable  Acres.  Productive  forest  land  on  slopes  of  35  percent  or  less 
that  has  no  restrictions  placed  on  it  that  would  preclude  timber 
harvesting. 

Outstanding.  Standing  out  among  others  of  its  kind;  conspicuous;  prominent. 
Superior  to  others  of  its  kind;  distinguished;  excellent. 

Pegmatite.  A  coarse-grained  igneous  rock,  large  granite,  sometimes  rich 
in  rare  elements  such  as  uranium,  tungsten,  and  tantalum. 

Permeability.  The  condition  of  being  porous;  containing  openings  or 
interstices  through  which  outside  properties  can  pass. 
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Pinon-juniper  Manipulation.  Any  altering  of  pinon-juniper  woodland  stands 
(i.e.  controlled  burns,  firewood  cutting)  where  an  objective  is  being 
met.  Examples  of  objectives  could  be  removing  mature  trees  to  release 
young  trees  or  to  increase  forage  production  for  livestock  or  wildlife. 

Primitive  and  Unconfined  Recreation.  Nonmotorized  and  undeveloped 
types  of  outdoor  recreational  activities. 

Productive  Forest  Land  (PFL).  Forest  land  that  is  producing  or  capable 
of  producing  20  cubic  feet  of  wood  per  acre  per  year. 

Public  Land.  Land  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Raptor.  Bird  of  prey. 

Recreation  Days  (Annual)  -  For  the  purpose  of  this  assessment,  annual 
recreation  days  were  calculated  using  the  following  formula: 


Ave.  Daily  Visits  x  Duration  Spent 

Participating  in  Activities     +         12  x     Length  of  Season 

(in  hours)  (hours)  (days) 


Recreation  Visit.  The  entry  of  one  person  into  a  specific  area  or  site  for 
purposes  of  engaging  in  one  or  more  recreation  activity. 

Residuum.  Something  remaining  after  removal  of  a  part. 

Rocky  Mountain  Forest  Province.  Geographic  area  identified  within  the 
Baily-Kuchler  Ecosystem  and  containing  all  the  wilderness  study 
areas  in  the  Canon  City  District.  It  consists  of  pine-Douglas-fir  forest, 
western  spruce-fir  forest,  saltbrush-greasewood,  or  fescue-mountain 
muhly-prairie  vegetative  classification. 

Rotation  Age.  The  age  at  which  a  crop  of  timber  reaches  the  specific 
condition  of  either  economic  or  natural  maturity  and  should  be 
harvested. 

Sediment  Yield.  The  amount  of  sediment  given  up  by  a  watershed  over 
a  specified  time  period,  usually  a  year.  Ordinarily,  it  is  expressed 
as  tons,  acre-feet,  or  cubic  yards  of  sediment  per  unit  of  drainage 
area  per  year. 

Soil  Association.  A  mapping  unit  used  on  general  soil  maps,  in  which 
two  or  more  defined  taxonomic  units  occurring  together  in  a 
characteristic  pattern  are  combined  because  the  scale  of  the  map 
or  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  being  made  does  not  require  delineation 
of  the  individual  soils. 

Solitude.  The  state  of  being  alone  or  remote  from  habitations;  isolations. 
A  lonely,  unfrequented,  or  secluded  place. 

Sustained  Yield  Timber  Production  Base.  The  amount  of  timber  that  is 
managed  to  achieve  and  maintain  in  perpetuity  a  regular  periodic 
output  of  timber. 


Terrestrial.  Living  or  growing  on  land;  not  aquatic. 
Threatened  Species.  Any  species  that  is  likely  to  become  an  endangered 
species  within  the  foreseeable  future  throughout  all  or  a  significarit 
portion  of  its  range. 
Unit  Resource  Analysis  (URA).  The  system  of  data  gathering  and  analysis 
that  precedes  land  use  planning  for  public  lands  (see  Management 
Framework  Plan). 
Valid  Claim.  The  appropriation  of  public  lands  open  to  mineral  entry 
at  the  time  of  location  containing  the  discovery  of  a  valuable  mineral 
deposit  subject  to  location  under  the  Mining  Laws  of  1872,  as 
amended  (17  Stat  91).  A  discovery  exists  when  a  valuable  mineral 
is  found  in  such  quantity  and  quality  that  a  person  of  ordinary 
prudence  would  be  justified  in  the  further  expenditure  of  his  labor 
and  means  with  a  reasonable  prospect  of  success  in  developing  a 
valuable  mine  (Prudent  Man  Rule).  The  mineral  involved  must  be 
either  intrinsically  valuable  or  be  determined  to  be  an  uncommon 
variety  capable  of  being  mined,  removed,  and  disposed  of  at  a  profit 
(Marketability  Test). 
Valid  Existing  Right.  A  mining  claim  validated  by  a  discovery  is  real 
property  and  conveys  all  of  the  rights  and  privileges  granted  by 
law.  These  rights  and  privileges,  prior  to  patent,  are  subject  to  the 
limitations  imposed  by  applicable  laws,  rules,  and  regulations.  Claims 
located  prior  to  the  establishment  of  a  wilderness  designation  are 
entitled  to  a  finding  of  fact  on  the  issue  of  timely  discovery  either 
as  of  the  date  of  establishment  of  the  wilderness  or  December  31, 
1983,  or  both. 
Visitor  Use.  Visitor  use  of  the  wilderness  resource  for  inspiration,  stimulation, 

solitude,  relaxation,  education,  pleasure,  or  satisfaction. 
Visual  Resource.  The  land,  water,  vegetative,  animal,  and  other  features 

that  are  visible  on  all  lands. 
Way.  A  path  or  course  maintained  solely  by  the  passage  of  vehicles.  A 

"way"  is  not  a  road. 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA).  A  roadless  area,  which  has  been  found 
to  have  wilderness  characteristics  (thus  having  the  potential  of  being 
included  in  the  National  Wilderness  System),  and  which  has  been 
subjected  to  intensive  analysis  by  the  Bureau  and  public  review  to 
determine  wilderness  suitability  and  is  not  yet  the  subject  of  a 
congressional  decision  regarding  designation  as  wilderness. 
Woodland.  Forested  land  not  capable  of  producing  commercial  sawtimber 
but  can  and  does  produce  forest  products  like  firewood,  transplants, 
posts  and  poles,  etc. 
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